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How Empires END 


CHARLES TILLY 


From Herodotus to Montesquicu and beyond, poets, historians, and philoso- 
phers have recurrently produced one of our culture’s standard literary forms: the 
dirge for a fallen empire. Reflection on imperial decline has world-historical res- 
onance because it records tor all to sce the fallibility of seemingly unshakable 
human enterprises. Contrast between sometime grandeur and startling ruin has 
often provided the text of moral reflections on imperial decline, orations in the 
ruins, either by new conquerors who boast their own superiority over the 
deteated or by philosophers who want to warn against the excesses of hubris. (We 
who now pronounce on the Soviet empire’s collapse should consider into which 
category we fall.) Among the philosophers’ laments, remember Lewis Mumford’s 
classic lines on Rome: 


From the standpoint of both politics and urbanism, Rome remains a significant les- 
son of what to avoid: its history presents a series of classic danger signals to warn one 
when life is moving in the wrong direction. Wherever crowds gather in suffocating 
numbers, wherever rents rise steeply and housing conditions deteriorate, wherever a 
one-sided exploitation of distant territories removes the pressure to achieve balance 
and harmony nearer at hand, there the precedents of Roman building almost auto- 
matically revive, as they have come back today: the arena, the tall tenement, the mass 
contests and exhibitions, the football matches, the international beauty contests, the 
strip-tease made ubiquitous by advertisement, the constant titillation of the senses 
by sex, liquor, and violence—all in true Roman style. So, too, the multiplication of 
bathrooms and the over-expenditure on broadly paved motor roads, and above all, 
the massive collective concentration on glib ephemeralities of all kinds, pertormed 
with supreme technical audacity. These are symptoms of the end: magnifications of 
demoralized power, minifications of life. When these signs multiply, Necropolis is 
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near, though nora stone has vet crumbled, For the barbarian has already captured 
the civ from within. Come, hangman! Come, vulture! 


Thus Mumford applies his theory that beyond a modest fimit the growth of 
political power and technical virtuosity dehumanize life, bringing on their own 
annihilation. Less orotund, but in the same vein, Alex Motvl declares that “abso- 
lutism engenders pathologies that lead to its own degeneration, a fact that, in ter- 
ritorially contiguous empires, necessarily leads to the decay of the center's control 
of the periphery.”’ 

Before performing learned autopsies, however, we should just be sure the body 
was sick, and has actually died. Over the time that the world has known sub- 
stantial states, atter all, empires have been the dominant and largest state form, 
carnivorous dinosaurs that nothing but a terrestrial disaster, it seems, could erad- 
icate. Only now, during the twentieth century, do we seem to be leaving the age 
of massive Eurasian empires that began in carnest across a band from the 
Mediterrancan to East Asia almost four thousand years ago. To the extent that 
we regard such international compacts as the European Union, GATT, and 
NAFTA as embodying imperial designs, furthermore, even today’s requiem may 
prove premature. 

If empires arc indeed disappearing, their demise raises questions just as 
knotty as the dinosaurs’ sudden disappearance. At the end of the world’s blood- 
iest and most military century, does imperial disintegration mean that interstate 
military conquest will also decline, perhaps in favor of civil war and genocide? 
Does the dispersal of previous empires, including the massive decolonization that 
began in the 1960s, suggest what will happen to the debris of the most recent 
breakdowns? Flow generally, when, and where, does the end of empires generate 
new forms of conflict, internal and external? Do bursts of nationalism on behalf 
of former imperial fragments generally accompany the dissolution of central con- 
trol? Under what conditions does—or, for that matter, could—successor states to 
empires form stable democratic regimes? Whether or not we have reached the 
end of imperial history, previous cycles of decline present us with pressing ques- 
tions and ample bases for comparison. 

As we undertake such comparisons, we should avoid the smug assumption that 
empires fail simply because they generally adopt unviable forms of rule. Histori- 
cally, empires have been hardy beasts. Variants of the Chinese empire endured 
two millennia or more, the Byzantine empire continued for more than a millen- 
nium, the Roman empire lasted for about six centuries, the Ottoman empire sur- 
vived about half'a millennium, various Nlongol empires occupied the widest con- 
tiguous territorial range of any political organization ever to exist for some five 
hundred years, while the ends of briefer but still momentous British, French, 
German, Italian, Spanish, Portuguese, Belgian, Dutch, American, Russtan, 
Soviet, and Austro-I lungarian empires lic within the memories of living people. 

Between the Roman and British Juggernauts, Europe itself saw great Norman, 
Lithuanian-Polish, Swedish, Burgundian, and many other empires before con- 
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solidated states came to dominate the continent. Around the Mediterranean, 
larger Mushm states organized chiefly as empires. Meanwhile, more empires 
arose and fel} in South America, Africa, and Southeast Asia, Given the recency 
of wmperial presence in our world, we who speak generally and definitively of 
empire's end run the risk of a characteristic Chinese error, mistaking the decline 
of a particular regime for the definitive end of a once-dominant political form. 
Just as we should hesitate to crow loudly about the irreversible “democratization” 
of a world where guerrilla, genocide, and politicide have become increasingly 
common practice,’ we should hold back before declaring that empires have 
departed forever to live with their ancestors. 

Over the roughly ten millennia during which we have some evidence for the 
existence of states, most states have taken one of three forms. They have appeared 
as city-states, agrarian military domains, empires, Or various combinations of the 

three, as in Venice’s attachment of a scattered maritime elnpire to a city-state or 
the Dutch Republic’s uneasy federation among city-states. Only during the last 
two centuries have consolidated states—coescion-wielding organizations govern- 
ing directly and rather uniformly in a series of heterogeneous and clearly 
bounded territories—become the dominant state form, first in the European ; 
world, and then, by conquest and emulation, in the world as a whole. 

Nor should we imagine consolidated states to have such great advantages over 
all other political organizations that they have rendered the others obsolete; after 
a mere two hundred years of hegemony, Western consolidated states are already 
‘showing signs of incapacity to provide either order or public goods in the face of 
challenges from networks of capital, labor, drugs, arms, and terror that cross their 
‘paintully erected borders with case.’ A century from now, analysts may well treat | 
consolidated states as ephemera, and empires as the historically dominant forms 
of political organization beyond a regional scale. 

An empire is a large composite polity linked to a central power by indirect rule. 
The central power exercises some military and fiscal control in each mitjor seg- 
ment of its imperial domain, but tolerates the nvo major elements of indirect 
rule: (1) retention or establishment of particular, distinct compacts for the gov-- 
ernment of cach segment; and (2) exercise of power through intermediaries who 
enjoy considerable autonomy within their own domains in return for the delivery 
of compliance, tribute, and military collaboration with the center. 

As students of Switzerland, the United States, the German Federal Republic, 
Brazil, or South Africa will hurry to announce, these criteria are matters of degree 

‘rather than absolute distinctions; within their zones of competence, nevertheless, 
today’s tederal governments rule much more uniformly and direetly than did the 
Ottoman or Mongol states. Empires rule indirectly through variable compacts 
because they grow chichly through military conquest of existing polities, aided by 
the collaborittion (however coerced) of local power-holders who retain substantial 
diseretion within their own jurisdictions. By the same logic, they ordinarily disin- 
tegrate in some combination of external conquest and peripheral resistance, either 
and both often executed by former agents of the center. 
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Empire has proved to be a recurrent, flexible torm of large-scale rule for nwo 
closely related reasons: because it holds together disparate smaller-scale units 
without requiring much centrally-controlled internal transformation, and 
because it pumps resources to rulers without costly monitoring and repression. 
Regional rulers use existing practices, understandings, and relationships to 
extract the requisite minimum of tribute, military support, and loyalty for the 
center's benetit. They can settle for extracting as much payment and service as the 
“regions will bear without attempting to estimate the actual capacity of regions, 
localitics, or individuals to pay. Just so long as regional rulers deploy some force 
of their own and have ready call on imperial force in emergencies, the imperial 
center need not build a dense system of regional policing, much less the moni- 
toring and boundary-controlling mechanisms entailed by income taxes, property 
taxes, or even fine-grained excise taxes.” Imperial extraction of resources nor- 
mally operates, to be sure, at the cost of enormous slippage, evasion, personal 
influence, and inequality—one reason why an emperor's sudden demand for 
increases in yield (or, conversely, his visible loss of coercive power) frequently 
generates rebellion by previously compliant subjects. But an imperial system's 
crude simplicity makes it adaptable to many social terrains. 

In contrast to the slow accretion of power in a city-state, an agrarian domain, 
or a consolidated state, impertal expansion therefore sometimes occurs with star 
ding rapidity because it combines military conquest with political co-optation, 
absorbing existing systems of rule into webs of tribute and military alliance. 
Hence the quick looming of predatory Persian, Mongol, and Ottoman empires— 
all of them relying initially on armed horsemen—at the horizons of their agrar- 
-ian neighbors. By the same token, however, empires can collapse spectacularly. 
Ruin sometimes rushes in because (1): the empire’s dominated politics remain 
detachable by virtue of weak integration into any administrative web; (2) their 
viceroys enjoy autonomous power, including the power to defect; (3) subjugated 
populations retain distinct identities, memories, and grievances; and (4) informa- 
tion indicating that the center has become vulnerable spreads fast among domi- 
nated units and external enemies. The Chinese empire proved more durable than 
others largely because it countered all four of these threatening conditions. By 
extending a relatively uniform administrative structure down to the county level, 
by integrating county-level gentry into a system of competition for imperial 
favor, by rotating imperial bureaucrats frequently and refusing to station them in 
their provinces of origin, by stimulating internal mobility and reducing public 
recognition of ethnic distinctness, and by making effective shows of central force 
through much of its vast territory, the imperial state maintained most of its 
dynasties tor centuries between collapses and conquests.” 

In this light, we should remain skeptical about accounts of communisi’s col- 
lapse that focus on a single fatal flaw in its imperial structure, whether Alex 
Moty’s “absolutism” or something else. Motyl’s explanation takes a common 
form, internalist and universal. It is iaternalist because it locates the origins of 
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collapse within the system. It is afversa/ because it claims that all such systems 
collapse, sooner or later, for the same reason. Similarly, Joseph Tainter bases his 
nternal and universalist analysis of “collapse” mainly on diminishing marginal 
returns to central control.’ 

Many other explanations, in contrast, insist on the uniqueness of their case(s) 
and/or the externality of essential causes, while the most common explanations 
combine unique and general causes of a given decline with a balance of internal 
and external factors.” For the class of territorially contiguous empires, Motyl’s 
internalist-universalist account posits a recurrent process by which an allegedly 
necessary feature of such organizations—absolutism—undermines the condi- 
tions for its own survival. Let us set aside Motyl’s dubious use of “absolutism” to 
describe the actual operation of any state, as opposed to the ruler’s claims tor 
heaven-blessed priority over regional magnates.” Let us also pass by his unfortu- 
nate application of “prefect,” that quintessential term of deliberately constructed 
direct rule, to the empowered, semiautonomous intermediaries who serve impe- 
rial regimes.” 

Motvl's essential idea echoes Shmuel Fisenstadt's classic characterization 
avant la lettre of the principal-agent problem in empires.'' Every empire does, 
indeed, face the problem of maintaining compliance and reliable information- 
gathering among regional agents who easily acquire fies, interests, and capacities 
that lead them to spbvert the imperial enterprise, to ally with its enemies, or even 
to rebel on their own accounts. To suppose, however, that every empire succumbs 
to. that dilemma one has to disregard the enormous variability in imperial dura- 
bility and demise, and to forget the recurrent importance of external conquest. 

To ask how empires end is like asking how rivers change their courses, how 
coral reefs go dead, how human lineages disappear. J vitro we might imagine a 
single course for empires, lineages, rivers, or rects. Yee, verified i vive, it does not 
occur. If empires have over four millennia been so prevalent and yet so various, 
we are unhikely to derive from their histories any constants less trivial than those 
T have already named: that some combination of external conquest and internal 
‘defection usually brings them down. Contemplating the Soviet Union, we “might 
stretcli such Berichalizanloris to stress the Afghan war's depletion of Sovict mili- 
tary strength and credibility, the importance of Gorbachev's declaration of non- 
intervention for the politics of Warsaw Pact states, or the attractions of capitalist 
connections to the Baltic states. But none of these will take us very far toward a 
systematic integration of the Soviet Union's experience with that of other 
empires. | don't want to spoil the game of comparing Soviet collapse with the 
Habsburg empire's dissolution, but ] do want to warn that the search for point- 
by-point correspondence should in principle have very little utility, We will make 
more progress if we place empires and their ends in a meaningtul field of varia 
tion. 

Alex Motvl has actually started the essential process of differentiation by offer- 
ing the distinction between territorially contiguous and scattered empires. Sull, 
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that distinction does net obviously solve our problems; given the supericrity of 
travel by water until the last century or so, for example, it is not evident that the 
scattered sea-linked Venetian empire was less well-connected than the contigu- 
ous but largely land-linked Russian empire, or that Venice's suffocation through 
Ottoman expansion differed fundamentally from the Byzantine débacle which 
Venetian-Ottoman collaboration had earlier hastened.? Most likely we will have 
to translate this dimension of variation into transaction costs, with the crude 
hypotheses running something like this: (1) the higher the transaction costs of” 
maintaining central control over an imperial segment, the more likely that seg- 
ment's detachment from the empire; and (2) the higher the total transaction costs 
of an empire's control relative to returns from all segments, the more likely the 
empire's disintegration. 

In the absence of well-established a priori measures for transaction costs and 
returns from empire, a cost-benefit formulation introduces into any explanation 
the usual circularity of such reasoning. Still, it allows us to estimate the general 
effects of significant changes such as an interruption of the flow of bullion from 
South America to Spain or the proliferation of pirates along the trade routes 
connecting a maritime empire.” Either a decline in essential revenues or any 
inercase in control-related costs makes an empire less viable. An empire whose |; 
lines of communication and supply are expensively long is no doubt more vul-; 
nerable to either form of disruption. Thus recast, Motyl's distinction helps iden- ' 
GAY a major dimension of imperial variation. 


What other dimensions of variation should we single out? The very character 
of empires as large composite politics linked to central powers by indirect rule 
suggests candidates: size ought to make a difference, as should the character of 
military organization and technology, relations between the imperial center and 
outside powers, current organization of the international system, the degree of 
heterogencity among dominated segments, the extent of inequality between cen- 
ter and periphery, the mechanisms employed for direct rule, and, preeminently, 
the center's own economic, political, and social organization. Conditions for an 
empire's survival, mutation, or collapse, the processes by which imperial change 
occurs, and the outcomes of imperial disintegration should, in principle, vary sys- 
tematically according to most or all of these characteristics. Not much help, but 
at least a checklist for discussion. 

We have some hope of going beyond checklists by means of an inverse proce 
dure: by working back from presumed outcomes of imperial change to under- 

“standings ofits regularities. Under what conditions and by what paths, for exam- 
ple, might we expect democratic polities to emerge from crumbling empires? 
Substantive and procedural definitions of democracy predominate in today’s dis- 
cussions of the subject—“substantive” in stressing outcomes such as equality or 
harmony, “procedural” in emphasizing such irrangements as free elections and 
succession in office." ] propose, however, an old-fashioned “institutional” con- 
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ception of democracy focusing on relations between citizens and states. It rests 
on a series of concepts | must, alas, define to avoid confusion: 


State: an organization controlling the principal concentrated means of coer- 
cion within a delimited territory and exercising priority in some respects 
over all other organizations within the same territory, 

Polity: the set of relations among agents of the state and all major political 
actors within the delimited territory. 

Rights: enforceable claims, the reciprocal of obligations. 

Citizenship: rights and mutual obligations binding state agents and a cate- 
gory of persons detined exclusively by their legal attachment to the same 
state. 


“Y In this conception a polity is democratic to the degree that it establishes (1) 
broad citizenship, (2) equal citizenship, (3) binding consultation of citizens with 
respect to governmental personnel and policies, and (4) protection of citizens 
trom aibitrary state action. No polity ever achieves full democracy by such stan- 
dards, but real polities array themselves from deeply undemocratic (narrow, 
unequal citizenship without binding consultation or protection) to relatively 
democratic (high on all four values). 

By these criteria, segments of cinpires can in principle achieve some democracy 
but whole empires remain undemocratic by definition; at an imperial scale their 
segmentation and reliance on indirect rule bar equal citizenship, binding consul- 
tation, and protection, if not necessarily breadth of membership. This detini- 
tional work helps specity what an imperial transition to democracy entails: either 
(a) the dismantling of the prior empire into segments within which re- 
gional institutions lend themselves to broad, equal citizenship with consultation 
and protection; or (b) the dissolution of indirect rule in favor of a more direct, 
uniform citizenship generating sets of ties between center and peripheries. 

History provides a few examples of (a), but none of (b) so far. Yet on a re- 
gional scale path (b) seems to have been a necessary condition for democratiza- 

tion, along with subordination of military forces to cwilian control, broad class 

COi uitions in support of the state, and extensive domestic taxation entailing rep- 

resentation of taxpayers." Without substantial dissolution of indirect rule, the 

rizhts of citizens remain weak and uneven. That observation, indeed, identifies 
the critical flaw in recurrent anarchist and capitalist programs of decentralization 

(or utter dismantling of the state) as the road to demoeracy; without an ageney 

that enforces rights uniformly and effectively, rights themselves disappear.” 

Nationalism provides another case in point. [low close and general a tic exists 
benween outbreaks of nationalism and ends of empires? The question matters not 


only because nationalism seems to have hastened and followed the recent disin- 
tegrations of Yugoslavia, the Soviet Union, and the Warsaw Pact, not only 
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because intriguing anaes $ Appear benveen those recent episodes and Ottoman 
or Austro-Hungarian decline, but also because the question identifies a zone of 
potentially truittul disagreement in studies of nationalism. A wide range of analy- 
ses, not all consistent with each other, suggest that imperial decline and nation- 
alism should generally coincide, for example because all nations resist subordina- 
tion when they can, because empires actually create nationalities, and/or because 
as imperial disintegration begins outside powers promote separatism on the part 
of imperial subjects.” 

A set of mieteteist ua ey sluees Sane in their causal asus 
fanaa process,’ “with the additional epicton of its Tikely detipe ae as 
historical conditions change. Eric Hobsbawm and I, as it happens, have pub- 
lished interpretations of nationalism in this vein, attaching great importance to 
state-led attempts to detine a nation and impose that definition on ordinary peo- 
ple, as well as to the subsequent adoption of national self-determination as a 
principle for the recognition of new states." Thus a confrontation between gen- 
cralist and historicist analyses—let’s say a match between Anthony Smith and 
Rogers Brubaker!—holds some promise of helping us unravel not just the 
knotty questions of nationalism but also the tangled ends of empires. 
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Tue END oF Empires 


E. J. HOBSBAWM] 


In the twentieth century more empires have ended than in any other; we know 
this, even though it is by no means clear what we mean by this statement. Like 
Walter Bagchot’s “nation,” our “empire” is recognizable even when we can’t 
define it. The empires that have collapsed, or have been liquidated, in our cen- 
tury belong to several types; they seem to have little in common except that in 
them some outlying region or regions are ruled from a more or less remote cen- 
ter which is not believed to represent the interests of their inhabitants or local 
rulers. Even then the distinction is by no means clear. The rhetoric of separatist 
nationalism tends to define the situation of its constituency as “internal colonial- 
ism.” Perhaps not very convincingly, but in principle, the situation of Wales vis- 
a-vis London is more dependent than that of Kazakhstan vis-a-vis Moscow in 
the Soviet era. (And how are we to classify former colonies which have been 
administratively integrated into the center? Puerto Rico and Martinique are 
almost certainly better off in their present status than they would be if they had 
cut all links with France and the United States, which they probably could do.) 
Is the relationship between London and Northern Ireland “imperial” in any sense 
which differs from, say, the relationship between New Delhi and some Indian 
state in which the president's rule has been imposed? However, 1 don't think 
these definitional obscurities need to get in our way when we actually discuss our 
subject. Nor have they. 

The fallen empires of our century are of several types: (1) the colonial empires 
of the imperialist period; (2) the traditional empires of the region of European 
international politics; (3) the USSR, which both belongs and does not belong to 
my class 2; and (4) the traditional, and sometimes very ancient, empires of Asta 


namely the pre-communist Chinese empire and the modern version of the Per- 
sian empire. 
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Our papers have dealt exclusively with groups 2 and 3, though from them the 
German empire; twice fallen in the century, has been omitted and may be 
treated as a special case, Tt may also be reasonable to omit pre-communist China 
and pre-Islamic Tran. TF lowever, in purely arte terms, the fall of the colo- 
nial empires of the imperialist period is much the | argest phenomenon of its 


kind. The fall of the Ottoman, Habsburg and Russian empires (tsarist and Bol: 


shevik) generated about thirty new states in all; the fall of the colonial empires 
generated three times as many. It would therefore have to be considered, if only 
for comparative purposes. 

# would preter to say nothing about the causes of the tall of empires; the bro- 
ken empires of our century hae too little in common in this respect. One can 
reasonably place Ottomans, Habsburgs, and Romanovs into the same pigeon- 
hole; all were obsolescent political entities in an era of nation-state building, to 
which they offered no alternative. All were weak (relative to their official size 
and resources) and therefore endangered plavers in the international power 
game. All were regarded as doomed, or at least as on the slide, for many decades 
before they actually fell. On the other hand, tsarist Russia and the USSR can- 
not be so easily equated. Although World War I broke the back of the [abs- 
burg, Romanov, and Ottoman empires, the October Revolution actually recon- 
stituted the tsarist empire on a new basis—i.e., it provided exactly what the old 
empires had tailed to do, namely an “un-national” (the word was applied to the 
USSR in C. A. Macartney’s National States and National Minorities, a Chatham 
House publication of 1934) alternative to the nation-state. The causes of the 
USSR’s collapse are quite different trom those of the Romanov empire. Its inter- 


nal tensions were quite different, and so was its situation in the world and the , 


international situation in which it disintegrated. And, by the way, it had not 
been seriously expected or predicted, even by those who regarded its system as 


inereasingly inviable. In short, there is not much in common between the fall of 


the pre-1914 empires and imperialist colonial empires. To tind a common cause 
or set of causes for all of these would require us to operate on a level of gener- 


alization or abstraction that would virtually bypass or climinate conerete histor-- 


ical analysis, and [can’t find much interest in a comparative study of different 
causes. 

On the other hand, a comparative study of consequences strikes me as much 
more useful. Here the distinction between the colonial-impertalist empires and 


the others is instructive, With the single exception of Portugal, the break-up of 


the imperialist empires had no political effect on the metropoles. This is so even 
in Italy and Japan, the states which lost their colonial empires as a consequence 
of total deteat in World War IL. They went on as before, except insofar as they 
were transformed by their dependencies. They were, in tact, states whose basic 
structure or infrastructure was sufficiently firma to survive major internal or exter- 
nal shocks. Moreover, as rich and advanced countries of the developed world, the 
ex-metropoles often retained political, moral, and economic influence in their 
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former dependencies. Neither of these depended essentially on the political con- 
trol exercised by the metropole. This may explain the puzzling phenomenon of 
Britain, where one might have expected the loss of an empire that covered one 
quarter of the globe to have left more of a political scar than it did. The country 
simply did not believe for a very long time—probably not until the 1970s—that 
the end of the empire had fundamentally undermined its international position 
as a world power. 

There were only three ways in which the loss of an external empire such as & 
colonial one could impinge directly on metropolitan politics, First, through its 
impact on the armed forces, where these had tied to resist colonial liberation. 
This was plainly the case in France and Portugal, in both of which army coups 
were attempted or achieved, though under very different political colors. Yet 
what is even more striking is how soon, in both countries, the army returned to 
the barracks, and the unchallenged supremacy of a functioning constitutional 
civilian government was restored. In both countries the army simply ceased, once 
again, to be an independent factor in politics. Again, in Britain where the army 
has waged a very frustrating sub-war in Northern Ireland for a quarter of a cen- 
tury, there has been so tar no signs of military politicking, though perhaps some 
signs of political dissidence among the undergrowth of the intelligence services. 

Sol the loss of empire had its effect through the impact of the mass repa- 
trintion of citizens or others from the former colony to the metropolis—c.g., 
groups of refugees and emigres such as the Algerian pieds-noirs, This has clearly 
had a long-term effect—for instance, in France, by strengthening xenophobia 
and right-wing extremism. But, once again, the direct impact docs not scem to 
‘have been dramatic in the short run, certainly much less than, say, the impact of 
the mass immigration, first of refugee Oriental Jews, later of Soviet Jews, on 
Isracli politics. 

Third, it-had its effect on the former center through the reverse phenomenon, 
namely the mass immigration of former natives of the colonies. Once again, this 
had surprisingly little impact—perhaps more in the Netherlands than celse- 
where—but in the longer run it certainly helped restrictive and xenophobic poli- 
cies to triumph in the receiving countries. And yet, we must ask ourselves 
whether the fact that, in formerly imperial countries, these immigrants came so 
often from the metropole’s former colonies—from the Maghreb to France, from 
South Asia and the Caribbean to Britain—is not trivial. It was the size of the 
immigration of workers from poor and backward regions to rich European coun- 
tries that created the tensions, whether or not they came from the country’s own 
tormer colonies. Canada, Australia, and the United States (at least before Propo- 
sition 187) form an exceptional group of countries that have so far not seriously 
restricted Third World immigration. 

Neither the pre-1914 empires nor the USSR drew the sharp imperialist dis- 
tinction between metropoles and dependencies. The end of empire thus had to 
disrupt the basic state structure, if only by dividing a single state into several, and 
a single non-national multiethnic entity inté a number of notionally “national,” 
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put in fact equally multiethnic, states. It also revolutionized their political Sys- 
tems, substituting nominally liberal democracies generally lacking adequate roots 
for monarchies or communist states. Equally important, it broke what had been 
the web of internal relations within a single state into incoherent fragments. In 
the case of the USSR, which had developed as a planned all-union economy with 
an all-union diviston of labor, the immediate results were pacticularly disastrous, 
leaving—to take one example——Lithuania with the plant capacity to produce 90 
percent of the USSR’s light bulbs, but cut off from its old markets. However, 
lesser problems were traumatic enough. The fall of the Habsburgs automatically 
turned the 25 percent of the Viennese population born outside the frontiers of 
the new Austria into foreigners, unless they chose to opt for citizenship. | don't 
think this aspect of the end of empires has been quite sufficiendy taken account 
of in our discussions. 

The consequences of the end of the empire for the tormer imperialist colonies 
were, almost without exception, even more dramatic than for the center, except 
where they involved the formal independence of mainly white settler countries, 
which had already become virtually independent—e.g., the British “domin- 
ions”—and where the mass of settlers did not coexist with a majority, or a large 
bloc, of indigenous imhabitants. Most of the imperialist dependencies consisted 
not of established states conquered by the E uropeans, but of terrttories to which 
only t the new imperial administration had given structure and definition, Their 
borders, their existence as administrative units, their political identity, indeed 

‘often the language of their politics and administration, were given to them 
through their colonial status. Vhey possessed no political clites or potential cadres 
of government other than those created during and by the colonial era; and inso- 

“far as they had such elites here and there, che new leaders of the independent 

(states rejected them, for reasons into which we need not go. The fast thing the 

)new Ghana or the new India wanted was indirect government via Ashanti elites 
Jor princely states. With rare exceptions, such as te Indian succession states, the 
‘post- colonial states started with nothing except thew borders. Hence the obvious 
contradiction between their formal constitutions and political models—inher- 
ited from the metropoles or inspired by revolution—and their political realities. 
Hence also their tendency to drift into military government, which is striking, 
even in the would-be communist states, whose political essence since 1917 has 
been the rigid subordination of armed forces to party. 

Here the comparison with the end of the old European empires is instructive. 
Where these had obvious inheritors, often with an available infrastructure of 
government and administration, the transition was simple, as in most of the 
Habsburg succession states. The major problem was whether and how to unify 
and standardize the institutions of the new states Composed of units with very 
different provenance, ¢.g., Serbia, ex-Austrian Slovenia, and ex-I lungarian Croa- 
tta, or a Poland with a triple administrative and legal heritage. Compared to the 
post-colonialist entities, not many states were set up without any historic prece- 
dent, i.e., governmental continuity—for instance, presumably, but [ don't know, 
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Albania, the new Baltic republics of 1918, and the Arab satellite states of Britain 
in the Middle East. The breakup of the USSR gave independence to the entities 
that had long existed within the Soviet system. On the other hand, they had one 
thing in common: especially in the ex-communist zone immediately after the 
overthrow of the old regimes, those countries did encounter an acute problem of 
finding competent and experienced non-communist cadres to run their affairs; 
that is one reason why the old cadres of the communist era are returned to office 
so often in, ¢.g., Lithuania, Hungary, and even Poland. Nevertheless, it seems 
clear that the post-communist structures of the ex-Soyict Union are still so pro- 
visional and unstable that we can't predict in what direction they are likely to 
develop, except that the direction of Western liberal democracy is among the 
least likely outcomes. 

‘A second comparison may also be in order, The colonial heritage of post-colo- 
nial states was incompatible with the ethnic-linguistic forms of the nation state, 
even though these sometimes inspired the liberation movements. These territo- 
ries were multiethnic, multi-linguistic, and usually multi-religious, and the only 
kind of nationalism which could take them over was one based on an eighteenth 
to nineteenth century unitving state patriotism, making concessions—rather as 
the Habsburgs had eventually done—to local ethnic, linguistic, and other inter- 
ests, The post-colonial states have maintained this comprehensive unity as an 
ideal, and so far mostly in reality as well. There are some major exceptions, such 
as the partition of India, but when we consider the tensions within these scores 
of multiethnic and multi-religious states, the weakness of secessionist national 
movements of the Western type remains striking. By contrast, the old multieth- 
nic national empires and the USSR were replaced by cthnic-linguistic nation- 
states along the lines of the national model unfortunately shared by Woodrow 
Wilson and Joseph Stalin. The attempt to turn plural entities into homogeneous 
national states may or may not succced, but its human costs have been, and con- 
tinue to be, appalling and intolerable. 

We have so far considered the end of empires. However, in conclusion I want 
to draw your attention to what may or may not be a similar phenomenon, 
namely the breakup of hitherto unified nation-states, centralized or decentral- 
ized, by secessionist movements. Such tendencies can be seen in several old states 
of Europe and in Canada. Indeed in these regions they preceded the much later 
movements after the breakup of the USSR, though probably not the separatist 
movements in Yugoslavia. So far, in spite of the substantial political weight of 
these movements, no old national state has actually been split up—not even Bel- 
gium—unless we count the setting up of a new canton in Switzerland in 1979, 
Nevertheless, tor the first time such breakups must be regarded as a serious pos- 
sibility. To what extent they would produce consequences comparable to those 
which have been discussed at this conference is a question which I leave with you 
tor another conference. : 


Part ONE 


Collapse of Empires: Causes 
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THINKING AzgouT EMPIRE 


ALEXANDER J. MOTYL 


Common sense tells us that empires rise and tall. We know that the Roman, 
Habsburg, Ottoman, and Romanov realms were called empires, and we know— 
trom history or, more precisely, from historians—that thev had temporally iden- 
tifiable beginnings and ends. Not surprisingly, we conelude that the history of 
entities called empires must hold the explanatory key to the rise and fall of 
empires. 

The intuition is correet, but only up to a point. It is of course trivially true that 
historical knowledge about selt- stvled empires is indispensable to theorizing 
about empires. ‘But as the case of the Soviet Union shows, empires in name are 
not all there is to empire. For if we may, as we in fact do, term the USSR an 
empire, even though its leaders never called it that, then, surely, we are equally 
entitled to go against the terminological preferences of self-styled emperors and 
insist that their realms really may 7¢ have been empires.” 

Coming to grips with the rise and fall of empires as a class of objects with cer- 
tain properties must also involve something so obvious—and so obviously 

tedious for most historians—as a conceptual analysis.’ Only after the concept of 
jempire (as well as of rise and fall, but that is a subject tor another essay) has been 
delineated and defined, with respect to its semantic field and in terms of history, 
“expcricnee, knowle dye, intuition, and the like, is an empirical inquiry appropri- 
ate. On its own, historical investigation, no matter how rich, detailed, and 
nuanced, is powerless cither to explain why empires rise and fall or even to iden- 
tity the class of entities that rise and fall. After all, induction, like deduction, pre- 
supposes the ability to distinguish ravens from non-ravens and black from non- 
black. 
"This argument does not dispute the ontological rei lity of historical events, but 
it docs assume that they are knowable only ‘through the mediation of our own. 
language and concepts.’ Jt may thus be interesting to ask why and how historical 
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subjects perceived their reality as they did, but it is manifestly impossible—pace 
Leopold von Ranke’s aspirations—tor us to recreate or experience It.’ Vhe work 
of Robert Darnton shows that a sense of bewilderment inevitably accompanies 
our confrontation with historical actors.” We may study their language, their 
texts, and their opinions, but we can never break out of our own hermencutic cir- 
cle and enter theirs. More important, if we could pull off such a trick, our under- 
standing of history would actually be impaired. As Arthur Danto has persuasively 
argued, the conceptual distance imposed upon us by the passage of time makes 
history possible.” It is precisely Because our perspective is rooted in the future that 
we can comprehend the past, and not merely chronicle past events. 


What Empire Might Be 


Let us begin the conceptual analysis of empire by unpacking what may be its two 
least unacceptable defining characteristics.” Most scholars would probably agree 
that every empire consists of something called a core and something called a 
periphery.” And most might agree that both core and periphery, whatever they 
arc, are situated in geographically bounded spaces inhabited by culturally difter- 
entiated elites and populations.” By “culturally differentiated” T mean that core” 
elites and populations share certain cultural characteristics and are different, with 
respect to these characteristics, from their counterparts in the periphery. It mat- 
ters not whether these characteristics are physically real or merely imagined. 

If cores are situated in bounded spaces, what, then, is situated inside cores? A 
sensible answer, and for two reasons, is organizations, and not, as one might’ 
expect, institutions. One reason is that such a notion of core echoes Mix Weber’s 
classic definition of the state, and empires are states. Another is that, thanks to 
the “new institutionalists,” institution has come to mean virtually everything 
under the sun, thereby becoming almost useless as a concept.” 

The organizations that constitute a core must, I suggest, be (1) political, eco- 
nomic, and sociocultural (multidimensional); (2) located in a bounded_geo- 
graphic space (territorially concentrated); (3) supportive of one another (mutu- 
ally reinforcing); and (4) endowed with significant decisionmaking authority 
(centralized). In sum, a core is a multidimensional set of territorially concen- 
trated and mutually reinforcing organizations exercising highly centralized 
authority in a state. In contrast to cores, peripheries are the territorially bounded 
administrative outposts of central organizations. While there can only be one 
core in an empire, there must be at least two peripheries for empires to be dis+ 
tinguishable from bifurcated states, such as the former Czechoslovakia. 

Not surprisingly, the relationship of core to core elite is already implicit in the 
two concepts. Thus, we expect core clites to ran core organizations. By the same 
logic, peripheral elites run peripheral organizations. The running of core organi- 
zations manitests itself in a varicty of ways, some typical of nonimperial states 
and some peculiar to empires. We expect core clites, like all state clites, to craft 
‘foreign and defense policy, print the currency, and control borders. But imperial 
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‘elites must also have other prerogatives to be worthy of the modifier, They direet 
‘the finances of peripheries; they appoint peripheral governors or prefects; and 
‘they are not accountable to the periphery, which, in turn, has no legal basis for 
influencing the appointment of core officials and the choice of core policies. 
While the relationship of core clite to peripheral clite must therefore be termed 
dictatorial, that of core clite to core population and of peripheral clite to periph- 
eral population is indeterminate.” ] emphasize that this understanding of empire, 
in its exclusive emphasis on the core-periphery relationship, has nothing spe- 
cific to say about the regime cither of the core polity or of the peripheral polity, 
While a species both of multinational state and of dictatorship, an empire is 
not merely a dictatorial multinational state, but a peculiar kind of dictatorial 
‘multinational state. igure 3.1 situates the concept of empire within a family of 
related polities. Ethnoterritorial federations, such as Canada, tormer socialist 
Yugoslavia, and post-Soviet Russia, have culturally distinct administrative units, 
but no core institutions. Such multinational dictatorial states as Franco Spain and 
Saddam Hussein's Iraq have cores, but lack culturally bounded administrative 
funits. Multinational nondictatorial states and territorial tederations such as the 
United States and Switzerland possess neither cores nor distinct cultural sub- 
units. In empires, meanwhile, territorially bounded cores and peripheries are 
foterminous with culturally distinct administrative units. More than a simple 
‘dictatorial multinational state, an empire is a highly centralized, territorially seg- 
‘nented, and culturally difterentiated state within which centralization, segmen- 
Itation, and differentiation overlap." 
~ Although [am certain that this definition, like all definitions, will not mect 
with universal acclaim, Lam equally certain that it makes some sense conceptu- 
ally and even fits the facts historically. Because the Persian, Roman, carly Byzan- 
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tine, Mongol, Ottoman, ITabsburg, Romanov, French, British, and Soviet poli- 
tics possessed the defining characteristics of empire, We are justified In saying 
that they were indeed empires. In cach, the organizations clustered in a culrur- 
ally distinct region usually centered on a capital city and its hinterland exercised 
direct control over the finances and clites of the rest of the empire. 

Fully appreciative of the historian’s delight in historical richness, we are not 
surprised that the degree of cultural distinctiveness, like the degree of control, 
varied, that all real empires only approximated the definitional ideal type. The 
Ottomans of Constantinople, Rumelia, and Anatolia shared Islam with most 
imperial clites; ethnic Germans formed a sizeable portion of tsarist Russia's rul- 
ing clite; after 1867, Habsburg control over Hungary declined in a manner 
reflective of the dynamics of “imperial decay”; all clites shared a Soviet Russian 
culture in Leonid Brezhnev’s USSR, while republican elites enjoyed a fair degree 
of genuine autonomy. 

Unwilling to reify historical richness and the representations, signs, and names 
that constitute it, however, we are equally unsurprised by the fact that parts of 
empires may be detinitionally imperial, while others may not, and that, hence, the 
same territory, with the same core state, may or may not be termed an empire at 
various times in history, regardless of what it is officially called and how it 
emerged. Accordingly, it would be illogical to call Byzantium an empire on the 
eve of Constantinople’s seizure by the Ottomans in 1453, or fail to recognize that 
Moscow's relationship with the USSR’s East Furopean satellites was no less 
imperial than its relations with the non-Russian republics. 


How Empires Rise 


As a mental category that serves only to distinguish one class of objects trom 
other classes of objects, the concept of empire says nothing about the causes or 
consequences of imperial rise or imperial fall. To smuggle an explanation into 
the concept of empire is a sleight of hand that conveniently proposes unsubstan- 
tiated theories as definitions and typically results in claims that something can- 
not be an empire if it is not the product of imperialism or the cause of exploita- 
tion." But once the definition of empire is cleansed of hidden causes and effects, 
the question of how and why empires rise and fall leads to illuminating answers 
quite different from those generally encountered in the literature. 

For the sake of simplicity, let us pare the concept of empire of most of its com- 
plicating baggage and, in hight of the just completed definitional exercise, focus 
only on three defining characteristics: €1) a distinct core clite and a distinct 
peripheral clite;(2) a distinct core population and a distinct peripheral population; 
and GB) a dictatorial relationship between the core elite and the peripheral elite. 

This list suggests a simple procedure for identifying how—but not why— 
empires rise and fall. As these three detining characteristics “make” an empire, 
anytime they come together in some political entity, regardless of its past or 
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future, We can, in the spirit of the conceptually inspired inductivism of this essay, 
confidently assert that an empire has emerged. And anytime any entity with 
these three characteristics loses all or any of them, then we can just as confi- 
dently claim that an empire has disappeared. There is no reason why, logically, all 
three characteristics cannot come together or fall away simultancously—in which 
case utterly new entitics may be said to have emerged or disappeared. Vhere is 
also no reason why only one or avo of these characteristics cannot appear or dis- 
appear for the entities possessing them to gain or lose the status of empire. 

% Consider the implications of these observations. We generally assume that 
empires come into existence only as a result of the extension of core control over 
some potential periphery. Naturally, a core elite can extend its power into terri- 
tones with already existing distinct elites and populations via military campaigns, 
wars, and subsequent conquest and thus engage in straightforward imperialism, 
History is rife with examples ot just this sort of military expansionism and of the 
empires to which it frequently gave rise. Rome may be the classic example. 

| But military conquest surely is not the only manner in which core elites can 
jexpand the scope of their sovereignty. History offers just as many examples of 
dynastic unions between powerful and weak monarchs resulting in the incorpo- 
“ration of the latters’ realms on imperial terms. The rise of the Hlabsburg empize 
and the emergence of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth are two ach CASES. 
There is also no reason why, logically,’ “ready-made” peripheries cannot be bought 
or otherwise acquired, perhaps by thievery or stealth—as was Bosnia in 1908 by 
the Habsburgs, in clear violation of the resolutions of the Congress of Berlin. 

The above examples concern only the third defining churacteristic of empire, 
the dictatorial relationship between a core elite and a peripheral elite, But 
empires can also emerge if the other two characteristics involving distinct elites 
and distinct populations undergo change. Logically, there is no reason why non- 
dictatorial states with distinct clites and distinct populations should not be 
termed empires if they become dictatorial or why dictatorial states cannot be 

)transtormed into empires by virtue of the emergence of territortally bounded dis- 
tinct clites and/or territorially bounded distinct populations, 

In the first instance, empire would be the product of an ethnoterritorial feder- 
ation’s development of, as Figure 3.1 suggests, dictatorial relations between tts 
units, In the second and third instances, empire would result from a multina- 

\tional dictatorial state’s development of culturally distinct administrative units. All 
_three developments could also take place more or less simultancously, if multina- 

- tional nondictatorial states were to develop culturally distince administrative units 
and cores for any number of internally specitic political, social, or economic rea- 
sons. 

Post-Soviet Russia may soon be an example of the first possibility. At present, 
the Russian state occupies the second quadrant of Figure 3.1. As an ethnoterrito- 
tial federation, it has culturally distinct administrative units—the various 
tepublics—populated by distinct populations and run by distinct elites. Inasmuch 
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as Moscow’s relationship with these units is democratic at best and chaotic at 
worst, it cannot be deemed imperial. If current trends continue, however, that 
judgement may have to change. Boris Yeltsin has already abandoned many of the 
policies that contributed to his early democratic reputation; reactionary forces, on 
the left and on the right, are not insignificant; and “men on horseback” lurk in 
the wings. Should democratization be abandoned, de facto if not de jure, and 
should Moscow’s relations with the provinces then become dictatorial, the Rus- 
sian Federation will have become, and rightly be deemed, an empire. 

The USSR illustrates the second tendency, how an empire might emerge after 
a dictatorial state acquires distinct peripheral clites and populations. In creating 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the Bolsheviks purposefully transformed 
revolutionary Russia's simple dictatorship over its newly acquired territories into 
a complex web of imperial relationships premised on non-Russian administration 
of symbolically sovereign republics inhabited by distinct non-Russian popula- 
tions. As politics is at the core of my definition of empire, the fact that many of 
the republics underwent modernization and that Russia paid a high price eco- 
nomically for its political dominance docs not detract trom the imperial nature 
of the Soviet state. 

Showing how empires emerge—via expansion and the four possible moves 
suggested by Figure 3.1—cannot explain their emergence, but, it does underscore 
the magnitude of the explanatory task, suggest the kinds of theoretical questions 
that should be asked, and imply what the future of empire may be. 

First of all, it is probably safe to say that a nontrivial theory of imperial emer- 
gence, one that explains all five patterns, will be, at best, immensely difficult to 
tormulate. Indeed, a universal theory may be logically impossible, inasmuch as 
the explanada involved are quite different. Although the defining characteristics 
of empire do provide for identical initial conditions, the explanatory task seems 
cither to require very different covering laws or to imply very different causes or 
combinations of necessary and sufficient conditions. Probabilistic accounts would 
be aftlicted with the same probleims.'” 

While a “theory of everything” may therefore be beyond our grasp, there is no 
reason why more focused theoretical enterprises, such as providing plausible 
accounts of imperial emergence via territorial expansion, regime change, clite for- 
mation, and socictal transformation, should not be possible. Indeed, there already 
exist rich social science and historical literatures on all of these issues. Periph-~ 
cries, for example, may form as a result of modernization, education, uneven 
development, and the subsequent emergence of excluded ethnic entrepreneurs 
and “internal colonies.”™ The task before students of empire is to apply these 
insights, with the appropriate modifications, to imperial settings. 

Finally, by having identified acquisition, Union, war, dictatorial regimes, social 
difterentiation, and excluded elites as possible sources of empire, we are 11a posi- 
tion to speculate, more or less knowledgeably, about the likelihood that empires 
will continue to arise even in a “post-imperial” age. Somewhat unexpectedly per- 
haps, the picture is mixed. 
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Despite some flictuations, most of the international sources of empire have 
declined in importance over the last nvo centuries. Land purchases became vir- 
tually impossible alter the division of the world into a seamless web of states, and 
dynastic unions became ivelevant with the introduction of effectively non- 
monarchical regimes in all states. In contrast, war is sll a going concern, even 
though some scholars question its utility.” Less questionable, | per haps is that one 
of the traditional goals of war, extensive territorial expansion, has become signit- 
icantly more difficult to attain and sustain. 

Two formidable obstacles stand in the way. Because modern states serve as the 
intemiuonis sy stein’s organizing apne the anol ss of state bounenne is 
a to territorial | diisian To be sure, norms a get miolated - the Seine: 
Gration of states does occur, but, as the fall of the USSR and Yugoslavia suggests, 
usually as a last resort. In any case, if and when aggressors threaten security and 
regional stability, great-power intervention or geopolitical balancing generally 
suffices to stifle or keep expansion within reasonable limits. In sum, the reduc- 
tion in opportunities tor, and the growth of disincentives to, traditional imperi- 
alism suggest that empires are unlikely to emerge in this manner in the foresce- 
able future. 

But recall that there are two other ways for empires to come into being. There 
is, first, no reason to think that existing non-dictatorial systems will never break 
down and become dictatorial and that eal transitions to democracy will succeed. 
Quite the contrary, we know from history, from the extensive literature on demo- 
cratic breakdowns, and from the transparent telcology of the concept of transi- 
tion that democracies do end and that democratization can tail.” 

The second internal source of empire, differentiation, is even more likely in 
the near future. All that modernization is supposed to entail—industrializa- 
tion, education, urbanization, and so on—not only occurs unevenly, thus creat- 
ing pockets, if not whole areas, of backward development, but also leads to 
social ditferentiation and elite frustration. And if, as the history of moderniza- 
tion leads us inductively to expect, these continue to breed ethnic assertiveness, 
regional patriotism, and communal identities, then the probability that distinct 
elites and populations, unsuccesstul separatist movements, nondemocratic rela- 


‘tions between cores and peripheries, and thus empires will emerge should 


remitin correspondingly high. 

These remarks do not constitute a theory of imperial emergence, but they do 
suggest that, although the sources of empire have undergone a shift in the ast 
century or so, the emergence of empire is, ceteris paribus, unlikely to be at- 
fected in any substantive way. Although the international sources of empire 
may have declined in importance, the internal sources are not only present, but, 
arguably, have assumed greater salience. And because empires can emerge 
silently—without noisy campaigns or bombastic proclamations of manifest 
destiny—they should continue to exist in everything but name for some time 
to come. 
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How Empires Fall 


As the foregoing remarks intimated, the fall of cmpires can proceed along lines 
very similar to those of the rise of empires, involving both externally and inter- 
nally generated processes that transform interstate relationships, regimes, soci- 
eties, and clites. First on our list, although not necessarily primary in importance, 
are wars and national liberation struggles, both of which can produce long-term 
processes of decline by attrition, as in the case of the Ottomans, or complete and 
instantancous collapse, as was true of the Romanovs, I Tabsburgs, and Soviets.” 
Inasmuch as liberation struggles are commonplace and war has hardly disap- 
peared, both should continue to exert a Corrosive influence on putative empires. 

While dynastic divorces and family squabbles have contributed to the break- 
up or diminution of realms in the past, they are much less likely to do so now and 
in the future. After all, dynastics are out of fashion and, even if they were not, 
core elites would surely prevent peripheral clites trom leaving an empire with 
their erstwhile realms in hand. In contrast, while parts of empires have been sold 
in the past—Louisiana and Alaska come to mind—there is reason to think that, 
if economic globalization truly diminishes the value of territorial holdings, such 
entrepreneurial practices may revive in the future. 

Just as the emergence of a dictatorial relationship between core and periphery 
can transform an ethnoterritorial federation into an empire, so, too, the demise 
of such a relationship can transform an empire into an ethnoterritorial tedera- 
tion. Although I preter to characterrze Vienna's post-1867 relations with 
Budapest as an example of imperial decay, it is admittedly possible to claim that 
a qualitative change had taken place after the Ausy/eich and that, with Budapest’s 
acquisition of approximate political parity, the late Habsburg empire ceased being 
fully imperial across much of its territory.” 

Similar reasoning holds for the other entities populating Figure 3.1. If periph- 
eral or core populations or elites lose their distinctiveness, or if regime change 
accompanies population and clite shifts, then empires cease to exist. In the mid- 
dle of the nineteenth century, for instance, when Ukraine's formerly distinct Cos- 


sack elite had disappeared and its population seemed to be only a Little Russian ‘ 


variant of the Great Russian people, “imperial” cannot be the best modifier for 
the Russo-Ukrainian relationship. 

As with the silent emergence of empires, such internal realignments can occur 
as the result of economic development, demographic movement, and the resul- 
tant intermixing and assimilation of ethnic groups.” In addition, the actions of 
core clites—such as forcible assimilation, population resettlement, and ethnic. 
cleansing—can play, and historically have played, a major role in promoting, in 
ettect if not in intent, the transformation of imperial peripheries into mere 
regions of dictatorial multinational states.* The Soviet Union provides examples 
of each of these policies. Thus, non-Russians were subjected to varving degrees 
of cultural and linguistic Russification; Russians were settled throughout all the 
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republics; and Volga Germans, Crimean Tatars, Koreans, Chechens, and Ingush 
_were effectively cleansed from their homelands. Not surprisingly, the creation of 
‘national states in Western Europe, or for that matter in North America, would 
also be inexplicable without reference to equally brutal actions aimed at eradicat- 
ing core-periphery distinctions. 


The Future of Empire 
As with the rise of empire, identifying the forms of imperial decline docs not 


particular forms of decline are perfectly possible and, indeed, may already exist in 
the social science literature, and that educated guesses about the future sustain- 
ability of empire can be made. 

As there is no reason to repeat my remarks about the first two points, let us 
proceed directly to an evaluation of the forces working for and against empire, 
now and in the future. I start with the observation that, by and large, the same 
factors that can bring empire into existence can also end it. While seemingly 
banal, this proposition does have one important implication. If other things are 
held equal, we have no grounds tor claiming, finally and conclusively, that empire 
is no longer possible. Scholars and policymakers who speak of the passing of the 
“age of empires” may be premature in their judgement. 

. But, as we sav, other things are not equal. One important ditference was that, 
wilfully or not, the core elites of empires have frequently pursued policies—such 


as assimilation, resettlement, and genocide—aimed at ending the core-periphery 
distinction, ‘Uhat contemporary elites have been especially prone to act in this 

e manner may mean that empire is an inefficient organizational system,” and that 
Modern administration proceeds more smoothly if populations speak the same 
language and if local clites lose their collective character and are absorbed into 

"the state as individuals, and not as groups.” Inasmuch as assimilation presumably 
‘furthers the effective administration of empire, modern core elites would seem to 
have a direct, if perhaps unwitting, interest in the demise of the very empires they 
rule. 

Do these arguments spell the end of empire? For better or for worse, the 
answer is “no.” Although the logic of the modern bureaucratic state may be 
incompatible with that of empire, it does not toJlow that state clites actually 
have the capacity, wherewithal, or skills either to climinate empire or to do so in 
a manner that will not aggravate core-periphery relations or even create core- 
periphery distinctions, The literature on the crisis of the state in general and of 
the national state in particular provides ample grounds for paying heed to the 
limitations on elites. This caveat is of particular relevance today, when the lan- 

* guage of human rights and self-determination dominates international dis- 
course, when identity may have become the key criterion of political loyalty, and 
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when state attempts to deal with ethnic diversity are almost invariably repre- 
sented as encroachments on cultural authenticity and thus become inducements 
to ethnic mobilization. 

Where do these remarks leave us? On the one hand, somewhat less uncertain 
about the rise and fall of empire. On the other hand, quite certain that the forces 
promoting the silent emergence of empires and the incapacity of modern states 
to cope with an increasingly assertive multinationality could even work in favor 
of empire. Terminological conventions and political niceties may dictate that 
such entities not be called empires, but, by meeting not unreasonable defini- 
tional requirements, they will be just that. Ironically, although imperialism may 
belong to the past, empire may belong to the future. 
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THe OTTOMAN EMPIRE 


CAGLAR KEYDER 


Accounts of the decline and fall of the Ottoman Empire vie on an ideological 
battlefield, with political commitments largely determining the reasons one 
otters tor the collapse. As the dominant versions of history written since the end 
of the Great War have consciously or unwittingly adopted the perspective of the 
nation state, the collapse of the empire has often been viewed as the inevitable 
fulfillment of the destiny of a nation.’ Now that the nation-state has itself lost 
tavor, however, the scarch has turned to accounts outside the nationalist para- 
digm. One way of doing this is to abandon any cffort to recount the story of state 
formation, and take refuge instead in the history of the subaltern;* another is to 
problematize the formation of nation states by exploring the alternatives at the 
moment of collapse of empires.* This last is the road I propose to take. What ree- 
ominends it is a nostalgia tor the “what-if” counterfactual or “optimists” reading" 
of imperial history. From this viewpoint, a constitution providing universal and 
equal citizenship combined with ethnic and territorial autonomy night just hav¢d 
saved the empire and avoided the excesses of nationalism and of the aafioncar 
In the first part of this paper, I will show that there were two separate dynamics 
in the dissolution of the Ottoman Empire, the first a function of the atrimo-! 
nial mature of the state; and the second of national separatism, due to the 
Empire's confrontation with European capitalism. These dynamics ultimately 
derived from social and political structure. In the second part of the paper | will 
discuss the final years before the World War, trying to show that some plausibil- 
ity could be attached to the “optimist reading” in the counterfactual. 


Dynamics of Dissolution 


The two basic models used to understand the structural reasons for the decline 
of the Ottoman Empire cover most of the macrosociological alternatives for all 
empires. The first is the patrimonial-crisis model which assumes that the classi- 
cal empire 1s basically agrarian, governed by a strong center that uses non-hered- 
itary tax-collecting administrators to control peripheral areas. The crises that 
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might arise within this model have to do with the potential centrifugal forces 
inherent in any peripheral administration: provincial officials may find it expedi- 
ent to retain a portion of revenues for their own gain, possibly in alliance with 
local notables, An understanding between the functionary and the local notables 
then may well develop into an alliance that can mean the loss of a province and 
its revenue to the imperial center, Since the revenygegstyacting potentig! of the 
imperial center ig extensive rather than intensive, these losses translate into fur- 
ther weakening of the empire's ability to maintain its territories intact. Recen- 
tralization remains a possibility, however. In fact, the evelical model of Chinese 
dynastic history hinges precisely on this possibility, whereby a previously way- 
ward provincial governor becomes the progenitor of a new, strengthened dynas- 
tic center. 

Ottoman history provides examples of both contgitygal breaks and one failed 
attempt at recentralization, which settled the second-best alternative of 
centrifugal success. Throughout the eighteenth century provincial notables 
(ayan) increased their autonomy vis-a-vis the imperial center. Some were origi-” 
nally tax collectors and governors, who subsequently became locally entrenched 
and involved in the economic and social lite of the province. Some were local 
notables, mainly merchants, who gained sufficient economic weight and political 
standing to be able to force the palace to appoint them first as tax-farmers then 
as quasi-hereditary local governors. During this period of de facto devolution of 
power, the Ottoman sultans had to bargain and negotiate with these newly arisen 
notables in order to raise provincial armies and claim their share of the tax 
revenue.» 

During the first decades of the nineteenth century, however, the Ottoman cen- 
ter embarked on a relatively successtul ecentralization project, at least in what 
might be considered the heartland of the empire—Anatolia and the near Bal- 
kans.° One province which totally avoided recentralization and achieved de facto 


separation was Egypt, a paradigmatic centrifugal case in which a late but very 
powertul ayan succeeded in converting his warlord status into a hereditary khe- 
divate. Muhammad Ali, originally from Macedonia, had been appointed—in the 
true Ottoman tradition of sending bureaucrats to provinces where they would 
not be likely to establish local constituencies—to govern Egypt. He was soon 
able, however, to eliminate the tax-farming structure and to establish an inde- 
pendent administration; and subsequently to create a sufficient structure of inter- 
-est around his rule. Thus he provides the perfect historical example of a success- 


ful dismantling of empire via the dynamics of patrimonial crisis. 

That the Egyptian case belongs under the rubric of crisis dynamics of classi- 
cal empires is also evidenced in the subsequent history of Muhammad Ali. In the 
typical fashion of a provincial ofticial first establishing his independence trom a 
weakened center, he then turned to the project of conquering the center in order 
to resume the patrimonial cycle with a new and strengthened dynasty. This was 
not, however, an isolated Chinese empire. The Ottoman Empire figured promi- 
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nently in great-power balances, being the object of intense imperial rivalry; 

besides, it had already started its modernizing reforms when the controntation | 
occurred, and it was both pliable and promising as an arena tor free-trade impe-' 
rialism. As a result, bargains between Britain and Russia finally decided the pre- 
tender’s fate.” Muhammad Ali's success in establishing autonomy and an Egypt- 

ian royalty could net-be translated into founding a new Ottoman dynasty, 

~ Ottoman recentralization duriag the fisst galf of the nineteeuwth century coin- 

cided with the beginnings of administrative modernization. In other words, its 

‘success also heralded the advent of a new kind of rule characterized by the 

deployment of greater state strength based on an infrastructure of governance." If 
successful, this modernization would bring the Ottoman entity closer to the cen- 

tralized, territorial state model of Europe. In tact, the Tanzimat reforms, starting 

in 1839 and continuing thraugdaethe century despite Abdulhamid’s despotic style 

of rule, aimed precisely at achieving this goal." Or eee) Uae 

Success in the modernization of the state clicited different responses, how- 
ever. While the ayans of Anatolia and the near Balkans were decisively defeated, 
permitting the gradual formation of unitary rule, the carly nineteenth-century 

-recentralization did not have much impact from the point of view of replacing 
the dominance of the local notables in the Arab provinces.” The notables of 
Damascus, Aleppo, Beirut, and Jerusalem continued to keep attempts by the 
Ottoman center to establish unitary rule at bay. They found the imperial frame- 
work acceptable as long as its demands remained limited to the exercise of lim- 
ited sovercignty. 

The story unfolded differently in most of the European possessions of the 
empire. The same global wave of commercialization and monetization in the 
eighteenth century that allowed provincial notables to accumulate economic 
power also created the preconditions for the rise of merchant groups, new urban? 
ites, and an educated middle class, especially in the lands close to the European 
pole of growth." It was this development which eventually brought about vari- 
ous nation-based movements intent on separation from the empire. In its Euro- 
pean possessions Ottoman power could not be re-asserted; the course of devolu- 
tion remained unreversed. 

While the patrimonial model is situated in a timeless universe of imperial 
dynamics working out the internal balance of forces in isolation, the nationalist 
model of secession is premised on the confrontation between the empire, its pre- 
capitalist essence, and an expanding capitalist ceconomy—a confrontation that 
leads, again, to imperial dismantlement. Given an agrarian patrimonial empire 
where the primary concern was to perpetuate a revenue system based on Land tax, 
the classical Ottoman system did not look too kindly on the accumulation of 
wealth in private hands. A legal framework designed to uphold the ideological 

“fiction of all land belonging to the sultan was the principal factor in this perpet- 
uation, Thus, appropriation of land and mercantile accumulation remained 
uncertain propositions, easily reversed by a change in the strength or policy of a 
given ruler, This was not an environment where capitalism could flourish; and, in 
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fact, “modernization” during the Tanzimat period aimed precisely at accommo- 
dating the incorporation of the empire into the capitalist logic of expanding 
Europe. 

Before the reforms of the nineteenth century could take root, however, ¢api- 
talist accumulation had already created its own autonomous space in most of the 
Balkans, thanks to the inability of the center to impose its precapitalist logic. In 
other words, differentiation and class formation had already gained momentum 
by the beginning of the nineteenth century. The economic dimension of this 
uneven development dates from the previous century, when the landlords who 
attained a degree of independence from the center were able to reinforce their 
autonomy through access to trading networks in Central Europe. Through the 
century these provinces became wealthier, new educated middle classes came into 
being, and their proximity to the European mainland accelerated their political 
deyglopment and nationalist aspirations. That most of these newly enriched! 
groups in the Balkans were non-Muslim was a significant factor in attracting the | 
protection, encouragement, and support of various European powers, who both; 
helped prepare the political and intellectual case for nationalism, and provided. 
crucial diplomatic and military assistance. This is the story of Greek, Serbian, 
and Bulgarian nationalisms. 

In all these cases nationalism resulted trom a mercantile-bourgeois impulse, 
Pe was a reaction to the slow pace of economic and political change in the core 
of the the empire. These provinces increasingly came under the economic gravita- 
tional p pull of the European market. Their merchants enjoyed the PEntecHo ns Aus- 
tria, Russia, France, and Britain extended through the capitulatory regime,¥ and 

ine found international support in their bid for independence. Political and legal 


reforms came too late and were too tentative to satisfy these demands. Had they 
been prompt and determined, would the(nationalist dismantling have taken a dif= 
ferent course? Political reform toward recognition of all imperial subjects as citi- 
zens with equal status might have gone a long way toward blunting nationalist 
sentiments, as well as permitting economic activity consonant with accumulation 
within the purview of the European economy. Furthermore, if political and legal 
change had occurred earlier, peripheral incorporation of the empire as a whole 
might have emerged as an attractive option, where a merchant bourgeoisie of 
Balkan extraction might have given its support to the project, with a view to 
attaining class domination in the empire as a whole. This situation would then 
have eliminated some of the political-economic factors leading to nationalist sep- 
aratisin. 
© Balkan nationalism culminated in a massive loss of territory following the 
1877-78 war with Russia. The empire lost more than a third of its land, espe- 
cially the provinces where its non-Muslim population had constituted the major- 
‘ity. Social and economic conditions shifted radically, as did the causes of the 
empire's dismantling. “wo important dimensions of this dilterence have to be 
highlighted. First, the only significant non-Muslim populations remaining in the 
empire atter 1878 were the Greeks and Armenians, who together constituted no 
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more than one-fifth of the population.’* There was no identifiable territory in the 
empire where cither could claim a majority. Slightly more than half the Armen- 
ian population tived in eastern Anatolian provinces (but even here they were a 
minority); the rest were divided between Cilicia and western Anatolia, includ- 
ing Istanbul. The Greek population lived mainly in western Anatolia, Istanbul, 
Thrace and Macedonia, but was also scattered in the interior and in Cappadocia. 
There was, in other words, no longer a geographical basis for separatism. 
Second, the Tanzimat reforms had signalled a major transformation in the 
ancien regime, a political and legal change which began to define a modern envi- 
ronment of citizenship and accumulation-oriented economic activity. In this con- 
text it was possible to envisage a rapidly modernizing state with legal guarantees 
for individual citizens, religious freedom, and some ethnic autonomy. This vision 


panded, trade served as the engine of transformation and commodification: cen- 
turies of low-level equilibrium in most of the Ottoman countryside yielded to 
technological change and growth. By the eve of the Great War one-fourth of the 
Empire's population lived in cities; the countryside was no longer a subsistence 
economy, and perhaps fifteen percent of the output of the economy went to 
exports.” 

Unlike Egypt, neither Anatolian nor Syrian agriculture was based on large 
plantations owned in part by forcign investors. Instead the productive sphere was 
composed of small producers whose surpluses were appropriated by merchants, 
creditors, and other middlemen. Some of the successful petty commodity pro- 
ducers were Greeks and Armenians; but also belonging to these Christian groups | 
was the overwhelming majority of intermediaries—those who oriented the pro- 
ducers towards market demand; who collected, financed, purchased and sold the 
surpluses; and who marketed and retailed imports coming from the opposite 
direction." By the end of the nineteenth century, cities and towns in Anatolia and 
the Arab provinces were prospering, and population growth was especially high 
in the port cities.” In the empire as a whole, the share of prosperity accruing to 
the Christians was disproportionately large, but in Anatolia the situation was 
more polarized than elsewhere. In the burgeoning Anatolian citics, a Greek and 
Armenian middle class emerged that was wealthy and educated; active in defin- 
ing an urban public space of associations, clubs and publications, and increasingly 
willing to participate in the administration of the provinces and the empire. For 
this nascent bourgeoisie, a separatist nationalism did not hold much attraction. 

The circumstances that led to the emergence of a non-Muslim bourgeoisie 
and to the increasing disparity in income and consumption between it and the 
rest Of the population made a reactive project originating in the palace ettective 
at the popular level. Abdulhamid HH, the last sultan to rule the empire, had dis- 
banded Parliament in 1878, soon atter the promulgation of the Constitution in 
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1376, and had gradually established an absolute rule distinguished by a despotic 
and paranoid style. Although the Constitution had been suspended, only to be 
reactivated in 1908, the break with the Tanzimat reforms was more in style than 
Gn content. The spirit of 1839 and 1856, bent on establishing a legal and admin- 
“istrative framework for a unitary empire, lived on." An authoritarian liberalism 
[characterized social and economic policies. The major reversal was in the politi- 
cal system: the long-awaited constitutional and parliamentary underpinning to 
the evolving system of rule of law was now frozen, earning for Abdulhamid the 
ie . HOPE, la hes the UNE os ae SnRENHOR was, how- 


The composition of the Fist One Padiaent of 1876 had been impres- 
sive in its diversity, perhaps unique in the history of multicthnic empires: out of 
125 deputics 77 were Muslim, 44 Christian, and four Jewish." Despite the clos- 
ing of the Parliament non- Muslims continued to be well represented in the 
Ottoman administration, both in the central and provincial bureaucracy, and in 
the palace which gradually replaced the Porte as the real seat of power” The 
higher schools which had started in Istanbul to educate military personnel and 
functionaries for the civil service grew in scope and started to attract students 
from all corners of the empire.’ Education and careers were molding a unified 
imperial clite that reflected the multiethnic, multi-contessional composition of 
the population, while sharing a common perspective that came to be known as 
Ottomanism. Albanians, Macedonians, Greeks, Armenians, various Muslim 
groups from the Russian empire, Arabs from Baghdad, Syria and Palestine, 
Kurds, and Turks made up this elite. For the first time in its history, the empire 
appeared to be genuinely multiethnic. ; 

There was a parallel story, however, unfolding at the popular level, that was. 
considerably less benign. During the 1877-78 war, when the empire lost most of 
its remaining territory in aioe and in the Caucasus, close to a million Mus- 
lims had been uprooted and torced to emigrate—mostly to the secure heartland 
of Anatolia. This influx was of sufficiently huge propertions to radically change 
the ethnic balance, since the entire population of the area that later became. 
Turkey was perhaps 10 to 12 million.” These people had also come from eco- 
nomically more advanced regions, with greater experience of markets and tech- 
nology, and they were, on the whole, better educated than the Anatolian Mus- 
lims. They did not remain ethnically secluded: unions between immigt rants trom 
geographically distant provinces were common, as well as marriage into the 
indigenous population, especially in urban areas. An underappreciated dimension 
of the present-day population of Turkey is its ethnic mix: individuals from all the 
former Muslim provinces—now in Russia, the Caucasian Republics, and the 
Balkans—and from Turkish-speaking areas of the Tsarist empire have blended 
together with Anatolian populations, themselves of diverse origin, and become 
“Turkified.” Except in the more egregious versions of ethnic discourse, therefore, 
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the appellation “Turk” reters simply to assimilability under the Turkish language 
and Muslim religion. 

Intermarriage between Christians and Muslims (except under duress) was 
rare, even when language was not a barrier, as, tor example in the case of the 
Turkish-speaking Greek Orthodox population in the Anatolian interior. In the 
less fluid society that existed before the nineteenth century, populations lived in 
isolated villages or well-defined and segregated neighborhoods in cities, and dif- 
ferences in material or social conditions were not an issue. As ethnic groups came 
into contact through the accelerated pace of economic change and urbanization, 
the social schismosis also became apparent. Not only religious practice, but also 
schools and community organization, patterns of consumption and levels of 
Westernization, material culture and lifestyles increasingly diverged. Although it 
was by no means the entire Christian population that participated in the eco- 
nomic ascendancy mentioned above, cultural, educational, and missionary activ~ 
ities, which gradually came to awaken ethnic consciousness, took under their 
‘sway entire populations. In addition, the empire in the late nineteenth century 
had become an arena for religious and secular missionaries of all persuasions and 
nationalities. Most of them ignored the-Muslim population, and targeted instead 
Christians and Jews with then education, alms, and sermons.’ * Against this back 
ground Muslims became aware of their rapid decline. New immigrants from the 
more developed areas of tsarist Russia and the Balkans, their sense of outrage and 
hostility fresh, were instrumental in articulating this awareness. e 

Nonetheless, it is not clear that Abdulhamid’s turn to Islamism was dictated 
by the growing resentment of the Muslim population. He seems to have been a 
cautious and timid ruler, with a penchant for playing balance-of-power diplo-\ 
macy with the Great Powers in order to benefit from imperialist rivalry over 
Ottoman territories. Especially since there were no attempts to Jnmit the eco-, 
nomic ascent of non-Muslims during his reign, and no indication that he pre- 
terred any policy other than economic liberalism, it seems likely that his Islamism 
was primarily directed at consolidating the allegiance of the Arab subjects of the 
Empire. Althoagh, it may also be argued that the intricate mechanisms of con- 
trol, built around a free-trade treaty (of 1838 vintage), capitulatory concessions, 
and the Public Debt Administration (which had been established in 1881 to 
oversee the repayment of the debt after the empire declared bankruptcy) would 
hardly permit any leeway in policy.” Independent of the sultan’s intentions, 
Islamism resonated strongly in a Muslim population having to cope with the 


effects of the rapid transformation of traditional balances and punishing social 
dislocation. 


Was the Nation-State Inevitable? 
The Young Turks first became visible on the European political scene not too 
long before their incredible success in forcing the Sultan to revive the Constitu- 
tion and agree to immediate elections for a Parliament in 1908. There had been 
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yarious Organizations of dissident Ottomans in Europe, engaged mostly in pub- 
Jishing anti-absolutist essays, although without the intellectual sophistication, for 
instance, Of Russian revolutionaries. In fact, most of Abdulhamid’s critics had 
chosen exile because they telt themselves unfairly passed over and were ready to 
return and serve the country once a deal was struck. Essentially, the Young Turks 
were the activist and radical faction of the Ottoman clite. They had attended 
schools which trained the elite for imperial service, and their perspective on 


reform was confined to achieving more effective. administration. They were sure” 


prisingly ignorant of political economy, and of “all third-world revolutionary 
movements theirs was the least anti- imperialist. The Young Turks saw them- 
selves as players in the European arena rather than as nationalists vorcing resent- 
ment against the West. For this reason, their success did not occasion any con- 
cern in European capitals; on the contrary, it was celebrated as putting an end to 
the last autocratic regime in Europe. 

The Young Turk organization which succeeded in reinstating the Constitution 

in 1908 was kiown as the Committee of Union and Progress (c UP). Organized 
in Salonica, its members included disgruntled military Ae ‘Tr formed in an 
environment colored by the ¢ Macedonian problem, a seemingly intractable strug- 
gle between, n Greeks, Bulgarians, Serbs and Macedonian nationalists, which the 
Ottoman army “had been unable to control, and which provided a perfect battle- 
ground tor the imperial rivalry 3 raging between Austria and Russia, with appear- 
ances by Britain on the Russian and by Germany on the Austrian side. The offi- 
cers, despairing of containing nationalist guerrillas of various stripes, apparently 
decided that political freedoms where all views could be expressed ina parliament 
working for the common good might be an option to try, and they rebelled 
against the authority of the sultan. Surprising everyone, Abdulhamid capitu- 
lated, and agreed to recall the Parliament and to reinstate the Constitution. 
‘Within a few months an elected parliament was functioning which reflected in 
‘composition the population’s ethnic mix.” 
* The accepted reading of the ideological history of the CUP is that it started as 
Ottomanist, but turned Turkish-nationalist under the force of circumstances. 
The difficulty with this interpretation is that even before it turned to national- 
ism, the CUP was essentially centralist, apparently believing that the empire 
could be turned into a unitary nation-state, a “Japan of the Near East,” secular 
and with universal legal norms and citizenship.”” Against a background of ethnic 
and sectarian particularism, made concrete in the wi//er system, this was a radi- 
cal platform. The history of cthnie relations in the empire, as well as increasing 
ethnic consciousness, seemed to dictate the viability of a rule of Jaw, only if in 
conjunction with some degree of ethnic and sectarian autonomy. “{ MT Jost non- 
Muslims, and many non-Turkish Muslims, meant by liberty and cquality liberty 
for the community and equality between communities, and saw their own inter- 
est not in strengthening the power and increasing the intervention of the central 
government, but in maintaining the rights of the communities and strengthen- 
ing the administrative autonomy of the provinces.” 
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Events strengthened the nationalist hand. Within months after the 1908 clec- 
tions, Austria declared its annexation of Bosnia-[erzegovina, Bulgaria declared 
its independence, and Greece took over Crete. An attempt at counterrevolution 
followed in the spring of 1909, but was defeated when the army, over which the 
CUP had secure control, marched into the capital and formally ousted the sul- 
tan. A two-year respite was followed by a rebellion in Albania and the Italian 
declaration of war over Tripoli (in September 1911); and then the decisive Balkan 
War (November 1912) which signaled the beginning of a series of engagements 
that finally killed the empire. 

The period between the fall of 1909 and elections in March 1912 offered per- 
haps an indication of the direction that politics in a multiethnic empire could 
take when circumstances permitted. The parliament functioned properly, the 
Constitution was in place, and hopes were high; also, it was during this time that 
the Liberals, another wing of the Young Turk movement, began to gain ground 
against the CUP. Their intellectual leader was an Ottoman prince (the grandson 
of Sultan Abdulmecid), and their platform consisted of political and economic 
liberalism and administrative decentralization.” Compared to the statist central- 
‘ism of the CUP, the federalism of Prince Sabaheddin had already before 1908 
attracted Greek and Armenian groups active in Europe. With the opening of the 
Parliament and freedom of the press, a growing number of deputies and intellec- 
tual figures, among them Arab notables, Greek and Armenian politicians, and 
various Islamic groups, gravitated to the Liberal platform. They were increas- 
ingly wary of CUP designs for a unitary state, which they variously feared would 
become Turkish-nationalist, militantly secularist, or uncompromising in impos- 
ing a single blueprint in matters where the millets had been autonomous, such as 
education. The CUP, on the other hand, found its constituency among the aspir- 
ing Turkish intelligentsia and provincial merchants, statist and activist, and 
resenting the ascendance of a non-Muslim bourgeoisie—the classic composition 
of a nationalist constituency. 

Communitarian devolution and federalism in all probability held greater 
promise for the integrity of the empire, at least in the short term. There is no 
indication that the liberals were aware of the contemporancous discussion in 
Austria-Hungary revolving around the alternatives of “atomized” versus “or- 
ganic” citizenship.” The program of the Entente Liberale, as it came to be 
known, detended a communitarian version of organic citizenship. In addition to 
decentralization, its second pillar was “private initiative,” connoting anti-statism 
and cconomic and political liberalism. The Liberals asked for proportional rep x 
resentation of ethnic groups in the Parliament, and they made formal agreements 
with the Greek constitutionalists and Armenian Hunchaks based on the defense. 
of church autonomy and official recognition of the equivalence of contessional 
schools. In addition to Arab and Christian political classes and, Turkish Islami-' 
cists, the Ottoman Socialist Party, accusing the CUP of nationalism, also sup- 
ported this platform." 
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It is not clear whether the Entente would have won the elections in 1912 had 
they not been rigged. In the Arab provinces of Syria, Beirut, and Aleppo, and the 
sanjak of Jerusalem, twenty-four out of the thirty deputies had lready switched 
to the Entente, and betore the CUP began to use state resources to manipulate 
the campaign, the urban vote seemed poised to bring in the Liberals as the 
majority party. * The CUP, however, successtully scared some candidates, intim- 
idated especially rural voters, and used the ongoing war with Italy as an excuse 
for asking that voters stand behind the government. Combined with fears that 
the Liberals intended to increase the representation of Christians in the Parlia- 
ment, these led to a CUP victory, Elsewhere in the empire the CUP was accused 
of using the “big stick” and state officials to get its way, and the elections were 
widely condemned as returning an unrepresentative legislature. 

In investigating the ramitications of a counterfactual Liberal victory, the atti- 
tudes of the Greek and Armenian communities toward the post-1908 Ottoman 
state become crucial. The viability of the empire as a multicthnic entity, before it 
was to become a Turkish nation-state in the succeeding decade, depended on the 
relations established between the state and the non-lurkish communities. Of 
these, the Crrecks were the most crucial, not only because of their disproportion~ 
ate numbers in Istanbul and their cconomic importance, but also because of the 
hostility over Greek independence and to various clashes with the Greek state 
since. Accordingly, the main problem for Ottoman Greeks was how to distance 
themselves from the Greck state. The Greek Orthodox patriarchate located in 
Istanbul shared the same concern, and could therefore provide an alternative. The 
patriarchate had to chart a narrow course between keeping the Ottoman govern- 
ment satisfied that it was not acting as an extension of the Greek state and not 
alienating its own flock.* 

Athens had a much less ambiguous agenda. The Greek state actively sought to 
increase its influence unong Ottoman Greeks. Soon after independence, Greek 
consuls were instructed to offer Greek citizenship to all Ottoman Greeks who 
were deemed to have somehow contributed to Greek independence. Hence, a 
fitth column was tormed, which became the principal client of Greck irreden- 
tism. The Greek state also endeavored to instill a sense of ethnic identity among 
the Ottoman Greeks, especially by sending Greek nationals to the empire to 
teach in various Greek schools. There is no question that these policies worked 
to some degree, and a nationalist consciousness was gradually raised. Nonethe- 
less, most Ottoman Greeks seem to have realized that the dispersal of their pop- 
ulation made a territorial annexation by Greece problematic, and other policies 
that could benefit from the new constitutional regime were needed. 

( One revealing episode of these crucial years was the establishment of an intlu- 
ential politcal organization designed not as a political party, but as an ethnic 
“Association to serve as a forum for political discussion. The Constantinople 
Office (CO, also translated as the Constantinople Organization or Society) was: 
founded in 1908 in Istanbul and occupied a prominent position among Greek 
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notables wnal the onset of the Balkan War in late 1912, when its platform 
became moot.” The CO defended a staunchly Ottomanist position, reflecting 
the interests of the Greek bourgeoisie of Istanbul, who were “eager to support 2 
strong Ottoman state reintoreed by the consensus of its non-Muslim bour- 
geoisic.”” The political notables participating in the restitution of the constitu- 
tional regime shared the same view. A Greek deputy from Izmir asserted that the 
“national idea for Ottoman Greeks lay in the effort “to contribute with all the 
moral and material capital of our Nation to the civilization of the Empire.”* The 
CO's diagnosis of the situation was that Grecks had to accept coexistence with 
Muslims, and that the Ottoman constitution provided an adequate umbrella: a 
new era had begun, “one that might lead eventually to full equality with the Turks 
and possibly even co-rule of the Empire.”™ Hence, the Grecks should benefit 
from the new legal tramework to secure positions in the bureaucracy and should 
ultimately aim to participate fully in the government of the empire. The CO and 
the Greek deputies supporting its platform were naturally attracted to the Liber- 
al Party “because it combined the promise of liberalization with the preservation 
of the willets cultural identities.”™ 

The importance of the CO lies in establishing the availability of an alternative 
to nationalism—ceven if the window of opportunity opened only briefly. There 
was a political and intellectual platform to which Ottoman Greeks could rally in 
defiance of the Greek state and its irredentist policies. More importantly, as the 
de facto bourgeoisie of the empire, the Greck notables of the capital found it in 
their interest to devise a modus vivendi with the Turks, rather than opt for polit- 
ical adventure. In fact, this divergence of interest surfaced even after the empire 
had been torn apart and the Aydin vilayet was under Greck occupation, between 
the Greek notables of Izmir and the occupation authorities, and, more teflingly, 
between Sterghiades, the Greek governor who came to sympathize with the 
Ottoman Greeks, and Athens.” Anatolian Greeks who were forced to relocate to 
Greece after the Greek occupation forces were driven out seem to affirm their 
social and cultural difference and reluctant coexistence with Grecks of the main- 
land, to this day.” 

First the elections, then the onset of the Balkan war spelled the end of the Lib- 
eral interlude. When the Bulgarian armies came within a cannon shot of Istan- 
bul, with Salonica falling to Greece, and Edirne, a former capital city and a site 
of symbolic significance, to Bulgaria, the nationalism that CUP policies had 
adumbrated found a ready constituency. Once again, there was a Jarge immigra- 
tion of Turks from the newly lost territory, with fresh resentment against Chris- 
tians, and great jubilation when Edirne was taken back in the summer of 1913, 
thus validating CUP’s claims. At around the same time the first serious clashes} 
started between Turkish and Greek peasants, with raids organized against Greek . 
villages in western Anatolia, probably with the tacit approval of the authoritics. 
These first clashes were the harbinger of the ethnic wars and massacres that were 
to occur, first in 1915 against the Armenian population, then in the period 
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| ‘4919-1922, against the armies of the Greck state. There could no Jonger be a 
“turning back to Ottomanism as an official policy. 

¥ The evolution of official nationalism determined the response it received as 
well. “By reaction against the new Turkish nationalism, that of the Armenians 
was strengthened, that of Arabs, Abanians, and Kurds came to political life"? In 
the historiography of Arab nationalism, the CUP victory over the Entente and 
the Balkan wars are scen as the watershed when intellectuals turned away trom 
Ottomanism and began to search for ways to promote Arab nationalism. “As far 
as Arab political nationalism ts concerned, it can safely be asserted that it was the 
national and racial policies of the Young Turks which fanned its flames.” 
“Whatever doubts the CUP sell had as to which policy should be the basis of the 
building up of a new Turkey were settled by [Balkan] wars... . The anti-Arab 
and anti-Mushim spirit of this new ‘Turkish nationalism expressed itself openly 
and violently on the eve of the First World War’ 

Indeed the disintegration of the empire had become inevitable after 1913. The 
conjuncture, within which diverse elements of the imperial mosaic rallied around 
the liberal plattorm as a possible path toward a Naéisnalitdtenstaat, had passed, 
both because of external aggression, which strengthened the Turkish-nationalist 
sentiment within the empire, and because the Young Turk revolution had been 
led by centralists committed to charting an efficient course of modernization 
from above. The advance of Turkish nationalism could only elicit similar 
responses from the other nationalitics of an already mobilized society. All nation- 
alisms exact great tolls in human suffering, and Turkish nationalism was no 
exception. Its geographical claim implied a massive cthnic cleansing. When the 
empire's estute was fully partitioned a decade after the start of the Balkan wars, 
the world had been remade in the image of nation-states pursuing Wilsonian 
principles, Under the hegemony of nationalist ideologies, not many mourned the 
empires of investigated counterfacttr al possibilities. 
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THE Haspspurc EMPIRE 


SOLOMON WANK 


Alluding to Austria in The Philosophy of History, Hegel writes: “Austria is not a 
kingdom but an empire, Le. an aggregate of many political organizations (Séaat- 
sorganizationen) that are themselves royal (Aénig/ich).”" With his typical perspi- 
cacity, Hegel put his finger on the defining feature of the Habsburg empire’ 
from its rise in the early sixteenth century to its collapse in 1918, i.c., its impe- 
rial structure. Research agendas concentrating on the nationalities problem and 
attendant cultural and social issues miss the significance of the Flabsburg empire 
qua empire. Historians pursuing those agendas usually take the imperial struc-_ 
ture for granted and overlook the theories of empire developed by, among oth- 
ers, S. N. Eisenstadt, Michael Doyle, Alexander Motyl and Imanuel Geiss. In 
the formulations of these theorists, empire is a form of political structure sai 
generis with an inherent dynamic that leads, over time, to its decline and disap- 
pearance.’ Empires provide a picture of “massivity, stability and endurance,” but 
also of “long declines and, sometimes, precipitous falls.”‘ From that theoretical: 
Perspective, the imperial structure of the Habsburg empire, and not the presence 
On its territory of diverse nationalities—the latter was inherent in the former— 
Was its most basic feature and the one that ultimately determined its destiny. 
Of course there are historians who deride the whole notion of the “decline 
and fall” of the Habsburg empire, let alone its inevitability. For example, Alan 
Sked, dismisses all such talk as “misplaced determinism,” even though Decline 
and Fall is part of the title of his recently published book. Rather than a long 
Process of decline leading to the empire's dissolution, Sked and others see a 
quite different historical trajectory. After almost falling apart in the Revolution 
of 1848, the Habsburg empire rebounded and rose rather than declined. On the 
eve of the First World War the empire was, according to Sked, more stable and 
Prosperous than at any time in its modern history, and the nationality problem 
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had abated.” This sanguine picture relies heavily on the positive assessments of 
Habsburg economic growth contained in the works of recent economic histori- 
ans such as David Good, Richard Rudolph, and John Komlos.’ 

There is some validity to this rosy picture, although, in my view, much more 
with regard to prosperity than to stability or the abatement of the nationality 
problem. Elsewhere I have argued that a considerable amount of instability 
existed beneath the surface, and not very far beneath it at that." Suffice it to men- 
tion here a few observations in that regard. Can the empire be described as 
politically stable and the nationality question as attenuated when the constitu- 
tions of Istria, Croatia, and Bohemia were suspended in 1910, 1912 and 1913 
respectively, and the Austrian parliament (Reichsrat) was sent packing in March 
1914, with no inclination on the part of the prime minister, Count Karl Stiirgkh, 
to recall it any time soon? Is it evidence of stability to claim as many historians 
do, that only two things held the empire together—veneration of old Emperor 
Francis Joseph and the loyalty and devotion of his army?" At least one Habsburg 
army officer, Major (later General) Ulrich Klepsch found it very worrisome that 
loyalty to the old emperor, to the extent that it existed, was to him personally and 
not part of a larger loyalty to a [Habsburg or Austrian state. In a letter to a friend 
in 1887, Klepsch wrote, “It seems to me as if only the love of the peoples for the 
person of the emperor was the bond, the 97/y one, which held Austria together.” 
He felt, “shar is nor good.”"” With regard to the army as the other prop holding the 
empire together, one might ask: Is a state that relics primarily on its army for its 
existence stable in a deeper political sense? 

The stability on the surface could be interpreted as resignation on the part of 

-the leaders of the various nationalities in the face of existing political and diplo- 
matic realities in the years before 1914, rather than loyalty to or acceptance of the 
empire as such. Chicf among the internal political realities was the | labsburg 
army—“trained and equipped primarily to maintain order at home”''—and the 
readiness of the emperor and his advisers to use it to put down challenges to the 
existing imperial structure. Diplomatically, as [Tans Mommsen writes, “Without 
some impulse from without, that is without some change in the European power 
constellation which set aside the foreign policy compulsion to preserve the dual- 
istic state, no resolution of the nationalities problem was possible.”” Part of that 
foreign policy compulsion is related to a strong Germany committed to the sta- 
tus quo in the Habsburg empire and its preservation as a great power." Thomas 
Masaryk spoke tor many non-German and non-Magvar national leaders when 
he stated in 1913: “Just because I cannot indulge in dreams of its [the [Tabsburg 
empire’s| collapse and know that whether good or bad, it will continue, I am most 
deeply concerned that we should make something of this Austria.” From its 
enunciation in 1848 by Francis Palacky the Czech national patriot, Austro-Slav- 
ism’s affirmation of the Habsburg empire, embodied in Palacky’s 1848 declara- 
tion that it the Austrian empire had not existed it would have been necessary to 
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create it, was conditioned on federalization and national autonomy for all of the 
nationalities.” Despite the restraints imposed by political and diplomatic reali- 
ties, Nationalities such as the Czechs, Croats, Poles and Slovenes sought inde- 
pendent representation among European nations in areas such as the Second 
International, the Olympic games and other international sports organizations, 
and in professional organizations of scholars and scientists." At the 1908 
Olympic games, the Czech team marched in alphabetical order in the opening 
procession between Belgium and Brazil under the name of Bohemia and behind 
its own flag, the red and white banner of the Bohemian crownland with 
“Bohemia” (Bohénic) written on it.” 

In the end, Sked, and those who share his viewpoint, maintain that the most 
that can be said is that the Habsburg empire disintegrated in 1918 “because it 
lost a major war.”™ Tf the Central Powers had won the war, the empire “would 
have survived intact and probably expanded.”"” Sked’s argument, however, is a bit 
confusing, quite apart trom its begging the question of why losing a war should 
have had as a consequence the complete dismantling of the [labsburg empire. He 
also states that if the Central Powers had won the war, the empire would have 
been reduced to a military and cconomic appendage of Germany, “with little 
future as an independent state.”” Survival in that condition would have been tan- 
tamount to the end of the Habsburg empire as an imperial political construct. 

If one grants that the Habsburg empire was more prosperous and, at Icast 
superficially, stable in 1914 than at any other time in its recent history, one is left 
with a curious paradox. On the one hand, there is the picture of a relatively sta- 
ble and prosperous Habsburg empire and, on the other, that of an imperial polit- 
ical elite described on the eve of war as imbued with a sense of the empire's 
imminent dissolution, even by those historians who assess the empire's social and 
economic progress positively." The sense of “impending doom” strongly influ- 
enced the imperial clite’s political calculations in favor of war in July 1914. Four 
days before Austria-Hungary’s declaration of war on Serbia, Count Alexander 
Hoyos, a high foreign ministry official and one of the architects of the war 
policy, declared in a tone of anguished bravado: “We are still capable of resolve! 
We do not want to be or ought to be a sick man. Better to be destroyed 
quickly.”” In a more subdued tone, Baron Leopold von Andrian-Werburg, the 
highly respected and influential Austro-Hungarian consul-general in Warsaw 
(1911-1914), summed up this mind-set in his account of the beginning of the 
War written in 1918 and only recently published. 


Before the murder of the archduke and also after the murder, there prevailed under 
the impression of our weak behavior during the Balkan war, deep depression among 
our military leaders and in the diplomatic milicu surrounding the [foreizn | minis- 
ter... We are heading for collapse and partition and do not defend ourselves... - 
After Turkey comes Austria. That is the catchword in Eastern Europe.’ 
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Emperor Francis Joseph's pessimism is well known. Shortly before his death 
in 1916, the old emperor said to an Austro-Hungarian diplomat, “T have been 
aware for a long time of how much of an anomaly we are in the modern 
world.”"! Was the pessimism of the emperor and elite pessimisin justified, or 
simply a figment of their collective imagination? This paper will argue that it 
was justified. 

There is, in my view, no contradiction between a generous assessment of the 
Habsburg empire's positive qualities and the clite’s perception that it was in a 
critical state bordering on dissolution. The effects of relatively rapid and 
uneven economic growth on social and nationalist movements since 1848 
strengthened the centrifugal forces in the empire, while at the same time they 
weakened the ties between the imperial center at Vienna and the peripheral 
regions. Some form of reorganization along federal lines might have given the 
Habsburg state a new lease on life. But even it that were possible, Otto Brun- 
ner is correct in pointing out that such a reform would have spelled the end of 
the Habsburg empire and the imperial concept no less than if they had been 
destroyed by war and revolution. Neither Francis Joseph nor Francis Ferdi- 
anand, Brunner continues, could have sponsored such a reorganization, even if 
they possessed the treedom to do so.” From the perspective of the Habsburg 
ruler and his advisers, the deterioration of the relationship between Vienna and 
the various crownlands was indeed cause for deep pessimism. In the end the fall 
of the Habsburg empire was the logical consequence of the dynamics of its 
imperial structure. For the sake of practicality, the discussion here of that 
process is limited largely to the period 1848-1918. 

The Habsburg empire, like all historical empires, was a collection of for- 
merly independent or potentially independent historical-political entities that 
came under the sway of the Habsburgs. The Habsburg empire, again like all 
historical empires, was not really a state in the sense of a socicty “characterized 
by the integration of its components” into a community of “social interaction 
and cultural values.””” An imperial government, states Michael Doyle, “is a sov- 
ereignty that lacks a community.”” The lack of a coherent Staafsidee binding 
together the domains of the Habsburg empire was recognized by a prominent 
adviser to Emperor Francis Joseph, Foreign Minister Count Gustav Kalnoky, 
who opined in a memorandum written in the mid-1880s: 


Since the time when the Habsburg territorial possessions were first united, the 
monarchy has developed more in the sense of a power (Aduché) than in the sense 
of a state (Staa/). Power and purpose in external matters were more recognizable 
than its purpose as a state. 


Lhe absence of any coherent internal purpose derives from the way in which 
empires are created. The following outline of the pattern of imperial decay and 
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decline is derived trom the works of the previously mentioned theorists of 
empire.” 

Empires, Alexander Motyl states, are formed, by transforming “distinct soci- 
ceties With autonomous institutions and regional clites into politically subordi- 
nate civil societies.” The distinctiveness of the subordinated societies continues 
to exist, but their political sovereignty has been extinguished or sharply reduced. 
In effect, the elites of the subordinated socicties are reduced to the status of vas- 
sals. The relationship between the imperial center—in the Habsburg case the 
hereditary lands with their seat in Vienna“—and the peripheral societies is onc 
of power and long duration. The object of that relationship is the establishment 
of an imperial peace within the subordinated territories that allows the extrac- 
tion of adequate resources trom the peripheral societies to maintain the politi- 
cal unity and military capacity necessary to support the imperial ambitions of 
the ruler and his advisers. The policies of the emperor and his advisers aim at 
maximizing their independence by frecing them from the restraints imposed by 
traditional elites and power centers and gaining control over men, moncy and 
resources, ? The survival of the political system of empires requires the continu- 
ous existence of a delicate balance between traditional and non-traditional cle- 
ments and between the limited political participation of segments of the popu- 
lation—traditional aristocracy, some urban groups, religious groups, parts of the 
peasantry (in some cases)—and the non-involvement of the majority. 


Imperial decay—the erosion of the hegemonic center-periphery relation- 
ship—inevitably sets in when the ruler, in order to preserve the integrity of his 
state and the longevity of his empire, accords some or all of the peripheral ter- 
ritories a greater degree of autonomy vis-a-vis the center. This strategy contra- 
dicts the absolutist basis on which imperial rule rests and therefore ultimately 
backtires, increasing the regional identification of vassals and their claims on 
financial and material resources, and the demands of proto-nationalist regional 
elites. Maintaining the delicate political balance between forces and interests 
necessary for the independence of the center becomes increasingly difficult. 
Together, these developments decrease resources drawn from the provinces, 
weaken the independence of the center, delegitimize the imperial ideology, and 
accelerate imperial decay, Imperial decay leads to a weakening of the power of 
the state and its capacity to compete internationally, The decay of state power in 
turn leads to territorial diminution by a process of attrition as rival powers pick 
off peripheral lands. The strategies of the ruler and his advisers to arrest decline 
all tend to be counterproductive and lead to crises. Eventually the linked 
Processes of imperial decay and decline result in the severing of the bonds 
between the center and the periphery as well as the emergence or re-emergence 
of the previously subordinated historical-political entities."' That concisely 
describes what happened to the Habsburg empire in the last seventy years of 
its existence. 
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Like all empires, the Habsburg empire was created—in the sixteenth and sev- 
enteenth centuries—by war and conquest, although the process was helped along 
bv some brilliant marital contracts.” By the late seventeenth century, the Habs- 
burg empire emerged as a European Great Power from wars against Bohemia, 
Ilungary, France, and the Ottoman empire. However, despite the development 
of some institutions of centralization and a standing army, the political unity of 
the empire was tenuous. “It was,” writes R.J-W. Evans, “a complex and subtly- 
balanced organism, not a ‘state’ but a mildly centripetal agglutination of bewil- 
deringly heterogencous clements.””” As such, it was unable to compete with other 
centralized and proto-national states in the more aggressive and competitive 
cighteenth-century international arena. Prussia’s invasion of the [Habsburg duchy 
of Silesia in 1740 was a herald of this new world. The response of the Habsburg 
dynasty was to reform. 

For over a hundred years, from 1740 until 1848, the Flabsburg rulers vigor- 
ously pursued a policy of centralized royal absolutism as they strove to build a 
modern autocratic state. After the revolutions of 1848, and the pressure of mod- 
ernizing forces, the Habsburgs reversed course. In order to ensure the prolonga- 
tion of their empire in increasingly difficult political circumstances, the Habs- 
burgs inadvertently sponsored a degree of pluralism and diversity while 
continuing to rule over a hierarchical and undemocratic state. Their rule had 
become overextended and their ability to extract resources from the provinces 
had diminished. [olding on to their possessions now compelled them to decen- 
tralize their power. In keeping with that policy, the Habsburg ruler and his 
advisers acknowledged nationalism in a limited sense, but even in that limited 
sense, decentralization led to the formation of constituencies among the nation- 
alities that vied with the imperial center in Vienna for power and delegitimized 
the supranational imperial ideology, both of which accelerated impcrial decay. 

The most obvious example of the limited response to nationalism is, of course, 
the Compromise of 1867, which Emperor Francis Joseph concluded with the 
Magvar oligarchy. The compromise gave the empire a deceptive stability tor fifty 
years, but at the price of alienating most of the Slavs, with the exception of the 
Poles. In return for their acceptance of the compromise with the Magyars, the 
Polish magnates were granted their own “compromise” with the Habsburgs in 
1869, which gave Galicia virtual autonomy under their control and made Polish 
the official language. This did not alter the fact that the Poles always aimed at 
secession and the re-establishment of an independent Poland. Beyond the Com- 
promise of 1867, the emperor and his advisers sought to preserve their indepen- 
dence by playing one nationality off against another, “to maintain a more-or-less 
balanced and equitable distribution of dissatistaction.”* That strategy, otherwise 
known as divide-and-rule, was counterproductive; it strengthened national elites 
and stoked the fires of national rivalry which disrupted internal tranquility. 

After 1867, the Habsburg dynasty found it difficule to justify its ostensibly 
supranational cule vis-a-vis national clites and masses, its supranational ideol- 
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ogy notwithstanding. The dynasty, itself, “was IN some irreducible sense Ger- 
man,” and the members of the imperial clite, regardless of ethnic origin, felt 
themselves bound to the German Ka/turnation. Consequently, the dynasty, the 
court and the imperial government increasingly appeared German. In Decem- 
ber 1911, the British vice-consul in Ragusa (Dubrovnik), W.N. [ucas-Shad- 
well, a reliable diplomat sympathetic to the Habsburg authorities, reported to 
the foreign office on the political atmosphere in Dalmatia: 


The bulk of the population is anti-dynastic, because it looks upon the dynasty as 
being anti-Slav and as an essential part of the present regime. The feeling toward 
the Emperor is one of complete indifference; he is looked upon as a German with 
German sentiments and as being completely out of touch and sympathy with his 
Slav subjects.” 


The Habsburg ideal of government, sometimes referred to as the ésferreichis- 
che Staatsidee was that of a centralized, unified state run by German-speaking 
bureaucrats and military leaders, however much Emperor Francis Joseph was 
forced to modity that ideal in the course of the nineteenth century to hold on to 
the dynasty’s possessions. The supranational ideology was further weakened by 
the fact that in practice the Habsburgs ruled in a national sense in favor of the 
Germans and Magyars. This was implicit in the Compromise of 1867. In early 
February 1867, as the negotiations with the Magyar oligarchy were nearing their 
end, Baron Vater Count) Friedrich Beust, the foreign minister, stated: 


Tam quite aware that the Slavic peoples of the Monarchy will view this policy 
[dualism] with distrust; but the government cannot ever be fair to all the nations. 
Therefore we have to rely on the support of those with the most vitality and those 
are the Germans and the Hungarians." 


When Count Richard Belcredi, the prime minister, protested that the Slavs 
could not be so easily ignored and that the government should not rely on indi- 
Vidual nationalities but be above all of them, Emperor Francis Joseph coun- 
tered: “It might be that the way suggested by Count Belcredi is the more cor- 
rect one, but that of Baron Beust ought more quickly lead to the desired goal,”” 
1.c., the preservation of the empire's status as a Great Power. Count Kalnoky, 
the Austro-Hungarian foreign minister, made what was implicit, explicit in his 
Previously mentioned memorandum of the mid-1880s: 


The governance of the empire, which ts based, on the one hand, on that national- 
ity [the Magvars] whose interests are most securely tied to its continued existence 
and, on the other, on that nationality [the Germans] whose moral defection would 
involve the question of the very existence of the monarchy, is the logical justifica- 
tion for the dualistic system from the standpoint of foreign policy.” 
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That strategy also was counterproductive. It alienated non-Germans and non- 
Magyars and strengthened demands tor national autonomy. 

By 1914, Vienna was declining as an imperial city: the policies of the em- 
peror and his advisers no longer represented the whole empire or even the Aus- 
trian half of it, except in military and foreign affairs, and not even in those areas 
completely. So, for example, the right conceded to the Hungarian government to 
sign international commercial treaties in its Own name compromised that for- 
merly exclusive monarchical prerogative.” Quite apart from Budapest, power had 
shifted to the peripheries of the empire, to new nationalist political forces in the 
new power centers of Prague, Cracow, Zagreb, and Lvov which were pulling away 
from the center, i.¢., Vienna and the Habsburg hereditary lands. The emperor 
and the court became more and more unable to relate to the most important con- 
flicting forces in the empire. The imperial state became an abstraction, and the 
emperor's strength more symbolic than real. 

The relative economic backwardness of the Habsburg empire compared to the 
other Great Powers, made it difficult to draw subsidies from the periphery to 
serve the center, and the organizational inefficiency of the imperial structure 
diminished its military capacity and undermined its prestige as a Great Power. 
From the point of view of the emperor and his advisers, the ability of the empire 
to play the role of a Great Power was the sole justification for its existence, even 
though it lacked the requisite political and economic conditions. Any other pol- 
icy, such as withdrawal or disengagement—i.c., accepting the status of a mid- 
dling power which would have accorded with perceptions of it within the Euro- 
pean Concert—was rejected because such moves would be a sign of weakness and 
convey the wrong signal to all of the domains under Vienna's control. It was the 
determination of the ruler and his advisers to preserve the shaky imperial struc- 
ture and restore the empire’s reputation as a Great Power that motivated them to 
seck salvation in war in 1914, as they had in 1859 and 1866. In that sense the war 
was not an accident, of which the collapse of the Habsburg empire was an unfor- 
tunate by-product; rather, it was a symptom of the systemic crisis of the impe- 
rial structure. 

The decay of the center-periphery relationship and the attendant decline of 
state power would have led in time to the slow demise and eventual disappear- 
ance of the Habsburg empire through a gradual process of territorial attrition. 
‘The empire, as Count Kilnoky noted, was surrounded by nationally homoge- 
neous states which would have liked to strengthen themselves by incorporating 
Habsburg territories inhabited by their co-nationals.* Some attrition did take 
place in the nineteenth century; Lombardy and Venetia were lost to the new 
kingdom of Italy. The process, however, was held in check by the operation of the 
international system. As Hans Mommsen states, there was in the European 
power constellation “a foreign policy compulsion to preserve the Habsburg 
empire.” The international system “sheltered”—to use Alexander Motyt’s 


term—the Habsburg empire from the worst consequences of its political and 
military weakness.” 
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On its own, the Habsburg empire would not have been able to survive in the 
competitive world of Great Power politics, but it was not on its own, Its contin- 
ued existence was considered a necessity to prevent a power vacuum in East Cen- 
tral Europe which could Jead to a war among the Great Powers to fill, Jn an inter- 
national system composed of sovereign states, the disappearance of a major state 
endangered the proper tunctioning of the balance-of-power system, After 1815, 
Russia provided support for the security of the Habsburg empire, but withdrew 
it as a consequence of Habsburg policy during the Crimean War. The Habsburg 
empire was deteated by France (and Sardinia-Piedmont) in 1859 and Prussia in 
1866, but in neither case was its continued existence as a state at issue. Bismarck 
eschewed marching into Vienna and showed no interest in incorporating the 
Habsburg empire's nine million Germans into the new German state. “The 
preservation of the Tabsburg empire was more useful to Bismarck than the 
annexation of its German-inhabited territories. The alliance with Germany in 
1879, while not unproblematic, protected the Habsburg empire from the thrust 
of imperialist pan-Slavism under the aegis of the Tsar, When, in the last quarter 
of the nineteenth century, Bismarck proved unwilling to incur Russian ill will by 
supporting Vienna's more aggressive anti-Russian Balkan policies, England came 
to the aid of the Tlabsburgs against Russian designs in Bulgaria and Constan- 
tinople. In short, the Habsburg empire depended for its security on other Great 
Powers, and throughout the nineteenth century it received the support of at least 
one of them.” 

The European international system underwent a significant change after 
1900. ‘The fluidity and flexibility that characterized international relations ear- 
lier was replaced by a more rigid system of alliances, The policy of Great Britain 
also changed drastically. Traditional British policy after 1815 eschewed assuming 
any obligations in Europe. A free hand and the control of the balance of power 
were considered the best means to protect British interests. England, however, 
could not but regard the buildup of the German navy as a direct challenge to its 
security. In response, Great Britain moved closer to France and Russia—its tra- 
ditional enemies—and assumed obligations in Europe. Increasingly, England and 
its allies viewed the Habsburg empire as a German satellite, and were no longer 
as thoroughly convinced that Austria-Hungary’s existence was a European 
necessity as they had been before 1900, The reckless choice of war to restore the 
prestige of the empire as a Great Power proved as counterproductive as domes- 
tic policies to prevent imperial decay and state decline. 

The decision for war against Serbia precipitated the crisis that led to the col- 
lapse of the empire. It lost its sheltered position and became expendable “when 
the specter of a German dominated Mitteleuropa began to haunt the allies in 
1916, At that time plans for a ‘new’ East Central Murope replacing Austria-J lun- 
gary received serious consideration.” What that meant in practice was that the 
Allies would allow events to follow a more or less natural course as the empire 
began to break up in the fall of 1918." Paradoxically, the complete dismantling of 
the imperial relationship between the core and periphery was conditioned by the 
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sheltered international position that the Habsburg empire enjoyed for a hundred 
years. Only that protected status allowed the decay and decline to develop to a 
degree where the imperial state no longer had sufficient strength to resist the 
political defections that came from all sides in the last month of the war. 

The consequences of the collapse of the Habsburg empire is the subject of a 
separate paper in this volume, However, a few observations in this regard may be 
permitted to round off the analytical framework here. The disintegration of the 
Habsburg empire, along with the similarly multinational Russian and Ottoman 
empires, led logically to “Balkanization” in East Central Europe. That was the 
other side of nation-state building. As stated previously, imperial orders do not 
cause subordinated states to disappear, nor do they resolve conflicts between the 
disparate nationalities forced into political unity by overriding authority; the 
emperor and his advisers merely suppressed and/or manipulated such conflicts 
for the purpose of enforcing an imperial peace as a foundation for their political 
ambitions. 

With the collapse of the imperial order the old historical structures and the 
suppressed conflicts re-emerge, modified by factors associated with the extinct 
empire."' Not the least of these in East Central Europe was the persistence of 
empires until well into the twentieth century (assuming that the defunct Soviet 
Union had some structural features of an empire). This historical tactor inter- 
rupted, delayed and distorted the process of state formation and the development 
of nationalism in the region. The aggressive and destructive tendencies of East 
Central European dianalignnt trom 1918 to the present are, in part, the awful 
consequences of those circumstances. Nevertheless, in the present absence of 
empires, the process of nation-state formation in East Central Europe is nearing 
its belated end. Every Habsburg successor state is more national than it was in 
1918. The terrible splintering of Yugoslavia represents one of the final steps in 
the process. Whatever the future of the Danubian area, it now appears likely that 
it will be shaped by the decisions of independent states that, with a few excep- 
tions, include whole nations—barring, of course, the rise of a new empire or the 
reconstitution of an old onc. 
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Curiously, for all the considerable literature devoted to the fall of the Old Regime 
in Russia in 1917, very little scholarship has focused on the collapse of the empire 
as such, by which ] mean the breakup of that polyethnic empire into the array of 
proto-states and regional autonomies that began in February/March 1917 and 
ended most everywhere by late 1921/1922 with the consolidation of the Soviet 
Union under Bolshevik rule. I suggest several reasons for that general oversight. 
The very fact that the empire seemed to collapse only temporarily (if the consol- 
idation of the USSR under the leadership of new political clites a few vears later 
is understood as its restoration in some important senses) undoubtedly reinforced 
a well-entrenched interpretation of the Russian empire as a nation-state (at least 
in formation) rather than as a genuinely multinational state. A persuasive 
spokesman for that interpretation was Peter Struve, the legal Marxist-turned lib- 
eral and Kadet Party leader, who posed the dilemma for Russia in 1911 as one 
between the undesirable (from his point of view) evolution toward the Habsburg 
Nationalitatenstaat and the desirable (and in his view inevitable) progress toward 
the nation-state along the lines of Germany or other West European models. 
For later historians who adopted this view, the short, albeit tragic, years of revo- 
lution and civil war merely interrupted a longer-term process of nation-building 
that somehow culminated in the Soviet state. 

This historiographical tradition that sees Russian history as the realization of 
the nation-state dates to as carly as Nikolai Karamzin's history of the Russian 
state,” but had its most influential development in the scholarship of the Russian 
“state school” and its successors (who were influenced in turn by German 
Hegelian historical thinking in mid-century and German positivism later in the 
century). Under the influence of this powerful model of a centralizing, unitary 
Russian state, any non-Russian or noncentralizing traditions (including a brief 
and virtually unresearched federalist or regionalist alternative) were viewed as 
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ephemera; for historians of 1917, they were considered only insofar as they con- 
tributed to the anarchy that helped deteat the liberal-moderate socialist coalition 
of the period of Dual Power in 1917 (the Provisional Government and Petrograd 
Soviet) and secure the triumph of the Bolshevik dictatorship.’ 

This is certainly the view of Richard Pipes and E. EL. Cart, the two historians 
of the revolution who have tried most systematically to incorporate the “na- 
tional question” into their narratives of the fall of the Old Regime and the rise of 
the Bolsheviks to power.’ With a sense of amazement, and in places incredulity, 
both Pipes and Carr describe the rapid and largely unexpected rise of nationalist 
and regionalist movements in 1917, But theirs is a story of yradual Bolshevik tri- 
umph over these historical “accidents” and temporary obstacles as the Russian 
state subsequently resumed its centralizing, dictatorial (and for Carr moderniz- 
ing) path.” For those states that succeeded in breaking more or less permancatly 
with the Russian empire, Poland and Finland, their histories have for the most 
part become detached trom that of the empire; the case of the Baltic states pre- 
sented more problems of integration with the overall narrative of Russian and 
Sovict history (they survived as independent states tor the interwar period until 
their reannexation to the Soviet Union in 1940). 

Still, no historian today (with the exception perhaps of some overly inspired by 
the national movements, including Russian nationalists who would blame the 
collapse of the empire on the non-Russian secessionist movements and their 
sponsors from abroad) would trace the fall of the Old Regime directly or pri- 
marily to the “national question,” just as few today would blame the national 
question tor the collapse of the Soviet Old Regime. Instead, most historians have 
sought the causes for the breakup of empire in the conditions of dismantling the 
Old Regime, not the other way around. For scholars who have attempted to 
identify the causes for the fall of the autocracy, the debate has been waged 
between those who favor a more circumstantial or accidental view of the fall of 
the Old Regime (a view dubbed by Arthur Mendel* as the optimists’ history and 
which saw a Russia emerging from the revolutionary years of 1905-1907 with a 
demi-constitutional monarchy and significant weridles toward the rise of a mod- 
erate civil society and property-owning peasantry to bolster that regime) and 
those whose views are framed more by a sense of the profound structural weak- 
nesses and the dilemmas of a Muropean Old Regime state carrying out a rapid 
and fatally destabilizing modernization (Mendel’s “pessimists” see 1905-1907 as 
the harbinger of 1917, especially in the failure of the liberal alternative and the 
hardening of positions among radical left and radical right). 

Each of the two camps situates the Great War accordingly in its explanatory 
Model: the optimists (who favor the accidental) sce the war as the primary cause 
for the coll: apse of the largely promising developments since 1907 and for bring- 
ing about a revolution that might otherwise have been avoided, whereas the pes- 
Simists (prone to downplay personality and short-term events) view the war as 
only delaying the inevitable social conflagration and exposing even more starkly 
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than before the glaring contradictions that pervaded all levels and aspects of the 
imperial order. In short, historians have largely concentrated their energies On 
evaluating the relative chances for success of a reformist or revolutionary out- 
come of 1917; social historians have tended to favor (by implications of their 
research at least) a revolutionary outcome, while more narrowly political or insti- 
tutional historians have favored the reformist. Both camps however, whether 
looking at major social groups or at imperial institutions, have largely assumed 
that the empire worked as a nation-state and have devoted marginal, at best, 
attention to the “national question.” 

1 do not propose a way out of that important debate, but hope to raise a new 
perspective that, by integrating the national question into the explanatory model, 
allows for a more complicated (and this is not to suggest that the existing 
explanatory models are simple-minded) reconsideration of the empire’s collapse. 
After all, what brings together the four comparative cases treated in this volume 
is that, unlike previous falls of Old Regimes in France or Britain (and even the 
contemporary fall of the Old Regime of Wilhelmine Germany), the Russian, 
Ottoman, Habsburg, and Soviet states broke up into a multitude of new state for- 
mations, organized primarily around the national principle. The fall of the Old 
Regimes in France, Britain, and even Germany (to a lesser extent), on the con- 
trary, resulted in the reinforcement of the national idea within the largely preex- 
isting boundaries. By contrast, the Habsburg, Ottoman, and, temporarily, Rus- 
sian empires and the Soviet state can be scen from this perspective as failed 
nation-state projects. In other words, the “national idea” had not been success~ 
fully integrated into the institutions and political cultures of what remained, at 
the time of their collapse, very much polyethnic states. (Significantly, when the 
Soviet Union restored the polyethnic state in its 1922 constitution, its elites 
rejected an ethnic or national title for the new formation.) In what follows I shall 
combine ¢lements of the structural and conjunctural approach with a reconsider- 
ation of the Great War (and thereby wandering tentatively into the circumstan- 
tial camp) in order to begin to explain why the empire collapsed affer the fall of 
the Old Regime and how its collapse was largely shaped by the way in which the 
Old Regime was dismantled." 


The Structural Crisis of the Old Regime 


The argument for structural crisis, favored until recently by Soviet historians and 
still by several Western scholars," centers on the incongrucnce between the 
imperial political order, with its Orthodox-based autocracy and premodern estate 
system, and the combined pressures of socioeconomic transformation loosely 
summed up as modernization, a modernization that was largely driven and cer- 
tainly exacerbated by international military and economic competition.” That 
crisis was the product of several overlapping structural features. 

First, at the base was a socioeconomic crisis that Leon Trotsky formulated as 
“uneven development”; a premodern largely agrarian economy afflicted by rural 
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overpopulation and very low productivity coexisted with a rapid, state-sponsored 
industrialization drive. The industrialization drive was financed by taxation of 
the agrarian population, supplemented by extensive toreign borrowing. The 
heavy tax burden aggravated the already desperate situation of much of the 
empire's peasantry and placed the “accursed peasant question” at the center of 
oppositionist politics. This socioeconomic development perspective is only rein- 
forced when we examine the ethnic or national patterns of development. Most of 
those areas undergoing the most rapid modernization, in the sense of industrial- 
ization, urbanization, and the transition to capitalist markets, were also border- 
land areas (most notably the western borderlands, the Kingdom of Poland, the 
Baltic provinces, Finland, parts of the Ukrainian lands; also Baku in Transcauca- 
sia), where class and ethnic divisions reinforced one another in potentially explo- 
sive mixtures." The first dramatic illustration of the destabilizing consequences 
of these developments was the Revolution of 1905-1907, which was initially and 
gencrally much more violent and protracted in the peripheral provinces (again 
Poland, the Baltic regions, Ukraine, and Transcaucasia) than in the central Rus- 
sian ones. Even in the areas less touched by industrial development, violent 
agrarian disorders frequently pitted Russian, Ukrainian, Latvian, or Belorussian 
peasants against Polish, Jewish, or German landowners or money lenders." 

Second, the state-sponsored industrialization drive was primarily inspired by 
considerations of security and a fierce international imperial and military com- 
petition; Russia's elites entertained great-power ambitions that were not matched 
by the empire's military and naval resources. Some military planners tried des- 
perately to prepare Russia for the revolution in wartare that transformed the 
global order in the late nineteenth century, but the necessary changes demanded 
greater socioeconomic transformations and were stymied by the reluctance of the 
autocracy to loosen its hold over society. In the event of a major war, such as the 
Great War would prove to be, the comparative disadvantage of the Russian 
empire in what Bruce Menning calls “linkages” (including a shortage of young 
general-staff officers and inattention to wireless communications) would prove 
nearly fatal against the German military machine." These weak linkages between 
policy and military capability were part and parcel of late imperial decision-mak- 
ing, which continued to be marked by fragmentation, discontinuities, bureau- 
cratic and personal rivalries, and an overall lack of coordination. For a policy area 
which so vitally affected the survival of the regime, late imperial military polities 
was shaped by the ill fit of an outdated dynastic rule and ruling ideology with 
Modern institutions and professional demands.” 

The uneven development of the empire's resources was reflected in the per- - 
ceptions of uneven loyalties among the non-Russian peoples; the seeming 
Progress in military modernization continued to rest on a very unstable man- 
Power pool and backward organizational resources. Despite a law (the corner- 
stone of War Minister Dmitrii Miliutin’s military reform of 1874) that had ambi~ 
tions of universal military service (and was inspired by the recent successes of the 
Prussian aumy against Austria and France), in fact the regtne continued to rely 
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most heavily on the Slavic peasant population of the empire and exempted large 
groups of non-European subjects from military service. Here, too, the unwilling 
ness to integrate large sections of the population was most apparent for the bor- 
derland regions of the empire.” At the same time, the officer corps remained far 
more representative of the empire’s polvethnic population, with Baltic Germans, 
Finns, Georgians, and Poles especially prominent; but the social chasm that sep- 
arated the clites, especially the relatively cosmopolitan aristocracy, from the 
largely Slavic peasantry, was replicated in the army, 

Third, that the imperial elites could not rely on the loyalties of the exempted 
communities was only part of a larger problem of under-institutionalization of 
the Old Regime. Despite (or perhaps because of) the imperial burcaueracy’s 
unbitions for control and centralization of power, the regime remained remark- 
ably incapable of mobilizing the socictal and economic resources it needed to sus- 
tain its great-power ambitions. Even after the Great Reforms of the 1860s that 
were intended to integrate society into the political order of the empire, various 
threatened elites tried to thwart any real devolution of power away from the 
emperor and his ministers or loyal gentry servitors in the countryside.” Here too, 
the institutions that were envisioned by the reformers to expand the sphere of 
local self-government in the empire, the zemstvos, were restricted to the Russian 
heartland; attempts after 1905 to extend them to the borderlands came up 
against fierce resistance from the largely Russian gentry.” 

Insofar as the zemstvos took root in rural society,” even that degree of impe- 
rial integration at the local level was absent in most of the borderland provinces, 
where the institution of governor-general often combined civil and military rule 
in one person. In other words, in several of the borderland regions, where social 
and ethnic tensions were at their most explosive and where the local population 
was not trusted to bear the burdens of military service, the imperial state had put 
down its least secure roots. Even where the zemstvo had been introduced, the 
lasting legacy of societal distrust in imperial bureaucrats (especially the Interior 
and War ministries) framed the setting for the conflicts that emerged during the 
Great War between representatives of “society” in the Union of Towns and Zem- 
stvos and the Red Cross, on the one hand, and the martial-law authorities in 
occupied and front-line zones, on the other.” 

Fourth, shaping the socioeconomic, security, and institutional crises of the Old 
Regime was a looming crisis in imperial ideology that continuously pitted state 
and society against one another. The tsar, his immediate entourage, certain impe- 
rial ministries, and the leadership of the Orthodox hierarchy (including the Holy 
Synod) tenaciously held onto a set of increasingly anachronistic views about 
dynastic, autocratic rule that brought them into ever sharper conflicts with mod- 
ernizing sections of the imperial bureaucracy itself, but also with the rising oppo- 
sitionist movements in educated society. The tsar and his loyalists came out of the 
experience of revolution in 1905 ever more determined to hold onto autocracy, 
empire, and Orthodoxy, even with the advent of the quasi-constitutional monar- 
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chy of the Duma pertod; but even the tsar and his defenders were muddying the 
waters in the last decades by identifying the autocracy increasingly with the 
Russian “people” and thereby undercutting the transnational pretensions of rul- 
ing clites. The autocracy, certainly reluctantly and probably unconscioush, 
responded to the pressures of constitutionalism at home and modern nationalism 
elsewhere in Europe (including the example of other “nationalizing” monarchs) 
by trying to act “nore Russian” and thereby to claim some popular sovereignty by 
virtue of the national principle.” 

Over the course of the nineteenth century and at an accelerated pace after 
1905, loyalties to imperial transnational identities and institutions suffered con- 
siderable crosion. In an cra of nationalism and imperialist competition, secular 
counter-clites challenged the dynasty’s hegemony with a variety of alternative 
ideas and ideologies: liberal and conservative nationalism, liberal imperialism, 
anti-imperi! nationalism, federalism, and varictics of revolutionary socialism.” 
The intrusion of mass politics into the empire's life saw not only the rise of lib- 
eral and revolutionary parties, but the consolidation of conservative and reac- 
tionary movements as well (the gentry reaction, the rise of a radical Russian 
national and religious right, especially in the ethnically mixed borderlands). Phe 
rise of this conservative politics, combined with the evolution of a large part of 
the liberal constitutionalist movement in the direction of Russian statist nation- 
alism,” effectively foreclosed any serious renegotiation of the polvethnic state in 
the Duma, especially after the coup d’état of Prime Minister Petr Stolypin on 
June 3, 1907, that narrowed the electoral franchise and thereby excluded not only 
most of the radical peasant and worker parties, but nearly all participation by 
non-Russian peoples in legal political activity.” In the meantime, however, in the 
conditions of relative liberalization of political activity after 1905, the excluded 
national and revolutionary movements were nonctheless able to expand their 
popular bases tor the next confrontation in 1917, 

The 1905 Revolution, as the starting point of a conjunctural transformation, 
revealed these crises in sharp relief. The regime felt itself as never before iso- 
lated trom society and betrayed by its presumably loyal peasant subjects; the 
army suffered disastrous defeats at the hands of a “backward” Asian power and 
Proved temporarily incapable of suppressing domestic unrest; the borderland 
regions crupted in social and ethnic conflict; and the educated elites in and out- 
side of government were divided and confused in their loyalties. The October 
Manifesto opened a new era in imperial political lite, but not a less troublesome 
one. The non-Russian political leaders lost faith in their liberal Russian coun- 
terparts, as did native Russian socialists after a brief period of a united front of 
Oppositionists. 

Despite the emergence of movements and parties of nationalist opposition 
among the non-Russian (and Russian) communities, the peoples of the empire 
continued to coexist in relative peace until the outbreak of the Great War. In 
everyday practice, the minority communities of the empire combined adherence 
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to local languages, religions, and cultures with loyalty to the tsar and imperial 
state. With varying degrees of qualification, Baltic Germans, Jews, Tatars, 
Ukrainians, and Poles formed a cosmopolitan clite whose lovalties were focused 
on the transnational state and the autocrat.” But because the fates of the ethnic 
and national communities were integrally Ged to the structural crises of the Old 
Regime, any event that destabilized the structures of the autocracy, such as the 
Great War would prove to be, inevitably wrought a transformation in the rela- 
tions among those communities as well. , 


The Great War, the Revolutions of 1917, 
and Imperial Collapse 


Such, then, was the picture of the empire on the eve of the Great War. The war 
not only exacerbated all these tensions, but qualitatively transtormed them, espe- 
cially those related to the polyethnic composition of the Russian empire. The war 
itself, whose origins and significance have produced a large and divided literature 
in European history (but not among Russian historians), was at least partly the 
consequence of what might well be conceived as an international structural cri- 
sis, a longer-term reshaping of international relations occasioned by the rise of 
Germany, new industrial and military technologies, and the breakdown of Cen- 
tral and East European dynastic alliances in the new conditions of imperial com- 
petition, the rise of the nation-states of Western Europe, and the pan-European 
constitutional challenges to autocratic rule. In other words, the war itself might 
also be interpreted as a symptom or component part of the overall crisis of the 
Old Regime(s) (rather than primarily as a largely accidental circumstance con- 
tributing to its collapse). 

The beginnings of the collapse of the empire proper date from the war, when 
German and Austrian armies reversed the initial Russian successes and occupied 
all of Russian Poland, much of the Baltic provinces, and the western borderlands 
by 1915.” The war pitted the multinational Russian empire against two other 
multinational empires, the Ottoman and Habsburg, and was paradoxically waged 
from the start in the rhetoric of national liberation. Wartime propaganda and 
practice had the consequence of internationalizing the empires’ cthnic problems, 
including the legitimizing of a practice of appealing to the subject national 
minorities within the enemy’s territory to overthrow their imperial regimes, 
financing cmigré nationalist political organizations and their publication appara- 
tuses under the slogan of national liberation.” Pan-Germanism, pan-Slavism, 
and pan-Turkism took on new life as occupation regimes came and went on the 
borderlands of the empirés. Specific wartime policies targeted ethnic groups and 
served to overlay many social and political conflicts with a national patina, 
whereas ethnic identities in the empire were politicized and militarized in new 
and dangerous ways.” For example, the Germans, Austrians, and Russians exper- 
imented with the formation of national military units within their respective 
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armics Made up of emigré volunteers and then prisoners of war specifically for 
deployment aust their respective oppressor empires, 

Occupation regimes proved especially destructive for the mixed ethnic popu- 
lations of the borderlands of the belligerent empires. In the name of military 
security, martia-law authorities claimed broad powers over censorship, detention 
of suspected spies and other politically reliable persons, and general movement in 
and out of the military zones. Discriminatory legislation cither privileged or dis- 
advantaged one ethnic group over another in matters of language and schooling, 
religious practice, obligations tor military service, property rights, and other eco- 
nomic warfare measures. Churches, synagogues, schools, and publishing houses 
were Closed under some regimes and reopened under others; property was con- 
fiscated from suspect communities and redistributed among those deemed more 
loyal; men and women who were identified with the “wrong” national identities 
were deported out of the security zones, often arrested, tortured, or executed on 
the slightest pretext." The evacuations visited even more frightful destruction on 
the unwitting communities of the borderlands; scorched-carth policies were cou- 
pled with forced inass population transfers to deny the enemy any further advan- 
tages from their occupation. All the belligerent governments were unprepared to 
cope with the flood of refugees, but the Russian Old Regime was particularly 
inept and generally turned over relicf efforts to nongovernmental organizations, 
most of which prompdy devised national identity tests and distributed meager 
aid only to these who could “prove” they belonged to the correct ethnic commu- 
nity. The refugees themselves, powerless in their homeless conditions, were ever 
more inclined to respond favorably to the appeals of radical parties, while the 
communities that were forced to receive them also struck out in riots and other 
violence against the unwelcome newcomers.” 

The mobilization of the Russian nationalist right and the harsh policies of the 
military authorities had the further unintended consequence of encouraging the 
consolidation of more radical anti-Russian movements throughout the Russian 
empire. Even before the catastrophic evacuation of the summer of 1915, the 
occupation policies of the Galician regime had begun to make their impact felt 
in other parts of the empire. The continual deportations of politically unreliable 
individuals and large groups was transforming Kiev, among other major cities, 
into a cauldron of conspiratorial societies and revolutionary circles, 

By 1917 the effects of these policies were to severely constrain the generally 
more fluid prewar options for identities and loyalties within the empire; in par- 
ticular it meant that membership in one ethnos or nation or another was no 
longer necessarily compatible with loyalty to the empire's institutions, at least as 
far as that was interpreted by local military or civilian authorities. In the case of 
the Russian empire, the acceptable loyalty came to be ever more closely identi- 
fied with Russian nationality; Germans, Jews, Poles, Turks, and Ukrainians were 
viewed increasingly as real or potential traitors. The Russian nationalist right 
generally viewed the war as an opportunity to rebuild and revive their organiza- 
tions under the slogans of patriotism, but even liberals were susceptible to out- 
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bursts of chauvinist (Avasnoi) patriotism that the war made acceptable. The 
retreats and failures of the first year of the war also set in motion a murderous 
dynamic of suspicion and a veritable obsession with treason and traitors that 
focused on ethnic “others.” Beyond the severe narrowing of identity options, the 
stakes attached to those options were raised by the politics of war, which trans- 
lated into deportations, property confiscations, arrests, torture, murder, and a 
range of repressions against non-Russian cultural and political life.” 

Although the Russian imperial clites, as did the other belligerent empires, 
blamed the enemy for fomenting ethnic and national discontent within its bor- 
ders, their own wartime policies did far more to inject the national clement into 
imperial politics than the enemy did by reinforcing the importance of ethnicity 
as a weapon and policy instrument. * 

Katherine Verdery, in her insighttul explorations of national sentiment and 
nationalism in post-Soviet eastern Europe, looks not only to those policies and 
attitudes that sustained ethnic identities during the Soviet Old Regimes, but also 
at the “conditions of exit” from those Old Regimes.” Analogous conditions can 
help explain the collapse of the Russian empire after the February/March Revo- 
lution of 1917. The Provisional Government, too, introduced democratization of 
the imperial order by repudiating many of the former imperial clites, destroying 
repressive institutions, and devolving central authority to local representatives of 
educated society (obshehestus) who shared the Petrograd leadership's liberal 
agenda. Immediately organizations dominated by educated society that had been 
active during the war, especially the Unions of Towns and Zemstvos, began 
assuming many of the functions previously performed by central ministries.” In 
these conditions, ethnic and regional movements quickly filled the political vac- 
uum left by the withdrawal of central authority. In all the borderlands and many 
of the heartland regions, such new powers went hand in hand with demands for 
greater autonomy and for a federalist reworking of the empire’s political order. 

Such aspirations caught the new regime in Petrograd by surprise; the Dual 
Authority pursued a politics of procrastination and postponement with regard to 
the claims for greater autonomy and sclf-rule by the borderlands and looked for 
scapegoats, whether foreign powers or local revolutionaries, to blame tor the eth- 
nic tensions. Both the liberals and moderate socialists firmly believed that ethnic 
discontents were the consequence of imperial nationality policies and expected 
such tensions to disappear with the declaration of constitutional freedoms.” The 
liberals in power were ready to accede to what they perceived as the justified 
demands of Polish and Finnish nationalists, but balked at such demands from 
Ukrainians, Tatars, or the peoples of Transcaucasia.” 

The war dragged on, the social and ethnic conflicts grew sharper, but the Pro- 
visional Government adhered to a strict, albcit selectively strict, legalism and 
called for patience until the Constituent Assembly would resolve all the out- 
standing problems. In the meantime, the national and regional movements took 
advantage of the confusion to appeal to broader social constituencies, while those 
constituencies pressured their fledgling leaders into ever more radical positions. 
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A particularly dramatic example was soldicrs. The wartime experiments with 
national military formations” set a precedent for soldiers serving the cause of 
national liberation, even if they had been meant for breaking up the enemy’s 
empire. With their newly won freedoms, soldiers began demanding a revolution 
in their own conditions; for non-Russian soldiers and officers, this often meant 
extending the principle of national military formations to their nations and 
allowing them to be transferred closer to their native homelands.” The imperial 
high command split over whether to permit the extension of the earlier experi- 
ments, but individual commanders on the ground frequently sanctioned them 
even without waiting for authorization from their superiors; they justified their 
innovations as a way to combat the rapidly spreading “democratization” and Bol- 
shevization of the ranks and naively hoped that they would be better able to cope 
with the nationalization of units than they would with socialists and revolution- 
aries. Not only did such experiments contribute to the further disintegration of 
the imperial army, still facing a formidable German-led coalition force, but 
returning soldiers forced local and regional civilian politicians into radical and 
belligerent positions vis-a-vis Petrograd. The soldiers demanded peace, a 
national solution to the land question, cultural and intellectual treedoms for their 
nations, and real political autonomy (eventually upgraded to secession trom the 
Russian state).” 

During 1917 the Bolsheviks supported all these planks and often worked hand 
in hand with the nationalist organizations, including the most separatist emigré 
ones,” but once they came to power in November they refused to recognize the 
existing national and regional governments because of their “hourgeois” charac- 
ter and tried to install regimes more sympathetic to Bolshevik power." This hos- 
tile stance on the part of the Bolsheviks forced the still vacillating borderland 
elites into secession, but many refused to abandon their hopes tor cooperating 
with a genuinely democratic, revolutionary Russia. Once the borderlands se- 
ceded, the armed forces created grudgingly by the Provisional Government pro- 
vided the necessary military support that allowed the regimes briefly to survive 
repeated attacks from the Central Powers, the Bolsheviks, the White Armies, and 
domestic insurgent forces. The relatively greater tactical flexibility of the Bolshe- 
viks regarding the national aspirations of many borderland clites contributed to 
their victory over the anti-Bolshevik White movement, whose leaders persis- 
tently defended their understanding of the Provisional Government's nationality 
policy as the preservation of Russia, “one and indivisible.”* 


Conclusion 


The collapse of the empire followed on the fall of the Old Regime, but shared 
many of the same structural and conjunctural causes, especially once the na- 
tional question is factored in. The impression of uneven economic development 
is reinforced when one extends the survey of important trends to the borderlands. 
The patterns of uneven development are reflected in the empire's hesitant inte- 
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gration of its peoples and social groups, including in such key areas of national 
security as military conscription policy. The failure of imperial ideology at the 
very top of the political apex to transform itself into a set of More Modern ideas, 
together with the ideology of Russian counter-clites who would come to power 
in 1917 and had evolved into a neo-pan-Slavie and statist Russian nationalism, 
also proved dysfunctional when confronted with challenges from regional and 
national sub-clites. Finally, the conditions of exit from the Old Regime pro- 
vided the immediate causes for the breakup of the empire when the Provisional 
Government destroyed much of the imperial political and administrative struc- 
ture and naively placed its hopes in the restorative powers of socicty to preserve 
the empire in its new democratic version. 

Nationalism as such did not bring down the empire; rather, the practices of 
wartime regimes accelerated trends toward relocating identities and loyalties 
around national symbols by raising the stakes that followed from those identities. 
In the political space that the Provisional Government opened up after the fall of 
the Romanov dynasty, nation became one of several powerful sets of symbols, 
together with class, around which oppositionist movements crystallized against 
the Petrograd proto-government. The Provisional Government's insistence on 
preserving the empire in the name of its European great-power ambitions and its 
policies of procrastination and selectively strict legalism during a breakdown in 
state institutions and the erosion of traditional clites served to push initially mod- 
erate sub-national and regional elites reluctantly into more and more extreme 
positions of secession and independence. 

When the multinational Russian state went to war against other multina- 
tional states, the under-institutionalized and poorly integrated structures proved a 
“major liability. The same structures may also go some way toward explaining the 
failure of the proto-states to survive, absent other geopolitical advantages (distance 
trom the Bolshevik center) and international support (Baltic states and Poland in 
particular), 
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THE Soviet UNION 


VICTOR ZASLAVSKY 


The sudden dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991 was one of the most unus- 
ual events in world history; it is probably the only case of a superpower and its 
empire collapsing in peacetime, and seemingly for largely internal reasons. In the 
few years that have passed since the Soviet Union ceased to exist, there has been 
no dearth of explanations for this fateful event, though thus tar analysts have 
often contused the causes of Soviet collapse with what precipitated it, by attribut- 
ing Soviet disintegration to perestroika and other reckless policies of Gorbachev's 
administration—a position still espoused by the Russian right. More recently, 
however, scholars have begun to examine the deeper forces that shaped the des- 
tiny of Sovict society. In trying to identify a host of causes that led to Soviet dis- 
integration, some have stressed the failure of the ruling party to find a mobiliz- 
ing task and prevent its own corrupt routinization;! others insist that the loss of 
ideological legitimacy rather than economic decline was at the root of the So- 
viet failure;’ still others argue that it was caused in large part by the growing 
demands of the Soviet nationalities for independence and autonomy.’ 

All these causes and a number of others singled out by researchers are 
undoubtedly relevant, but an overview of the growing literature on the subject 
still leads to the conclusion that in dealing with the profound systemic crisis that 
hit Soviet society, most scholars tend to concentrate on those aspects and mani- 
festations that particularly suit their discipline and interests. As a result, they 
identify and analyze economic, political, ideological, ethnic, and cultural aspects 
Of the Soviet crisis, but often ignore their numerous interconnections and fail to 
investigate the underlying logic of the Soviet development. 

In exploring the causes and precipitants of the Sovict collapse, scholars are 
Confronted with two major analytic problems. First, there is the perennial prob- 
lem of determining the nature of the Soviet system. As a result of the opening of 
Russian archives and vastly increased access to previously secret statistical mate- 
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rial, an enormous volume of empirical data has recently become av: ailable for 
scholarly analysis and interpretation. By now it is beyond doubt that the Soviet 

system possessed a continuously recognizable identity, but a full-fledged theory 
ot Soviet historical development has yet to be presented. Second, in examining 
the “grand failure”! of the Soviet Union, scholars simultancously deal with two 
closely intertwined and interdependent but nonetheless distinct processes: the 
failure and eventual demise of the Soviet socicty as a particular type of socioeco- 
nomic and cultural system and the disintegration of the USSR as an autonomous 
political entity, Studics of the demise of the Soviet model’ and of the collapse of 
the Soviet empire’ often appear so disconnected as to address two totally difter- 
ent subjects. It is hardly a coincidence, however, that all multiethnic Soviet-type 
socicties with distinct ethno-territorial structures collapsed almost simultane- 
ously along cthno-territorial lines. The double problem of the collapse of the 
Sovict system and the disintegration of the Soviet empire calls for a thorough 
reassessment of the theoretical orientation of Soviet studies. 

This discussion is based on the hypothesis that the exhaustion of the Soviet 
model in multicthnic societies manifests itself in their ethnoterritorial disinte- 
gration. To explain why the USSR collapsed at the time and in the way it did, I 
will briefly survey the Sovict system's distinctive features and developmental 
strategies and enumerate the particular structural problems that led to a gen- 
cral systemic crisis. My aim is to clarify why Sovict “military-industrial society” 
proved to be an unviable and unsustainable form of social organization. The 
Soviet party-state, operating in the particular ethnic environment of the former 
tsarist Russia, produced a nationality policy which was responsible for an inten- 
sive nation-building process and in the end maintained and reinforced the 
imperial character of the Soviet Union. Finally, I will focus on the inevitability 
of ethnoterritorial breakup of the Soviet empire as a consequence of Soviet sys- 
temic crisis. 


The Nature of the Soviet System 


Two basic conceptions or models have always dominated studies of Soviet soci- 
ety: the industrial-society model, which focuses on the features Sovict socicty had 
in common with other industrial socicties, and the totalitarian-society model, 
which stresses those characteristics of Soviet socicty that distinguished it from 
the political systems of the West. The first emphasizes the advanced economic 
and technological progress achieved in the Soviet Union: continuous economic 
growth and industrialization, rapid urbanization, the extension of formal cduca- 
tion to a large portion of the population, and the rise of modern communications 
were key features not only of Western industrial societies, but also of the Soviet 
one. The second concentrates on the striking differences between Soviet and 
Western industrial societies and attributes them to totalitarianism, a historically 
novel form of domination embodied in Stalin's and Hitler's regimes. Initially, the 
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authors of this school often ignored its structural and global underpinnings, con- 
centrating instead on the struggles and mutations of the political regime and the 
ruling party. But in the 1960s and early 1970s some scholars of Soviet society 
began to expand the scope of their inquiry beyond the political regime.’ Having 
acknowledged that totalitarianism provided the Soviet system with a continu- 
ously recognizable identity, they examined the structural and cultural conse- 
quences of totalitarianism, In so doing, they suggested a useful synthesis of the 
industrial-society and totalitarian models for analyzing the Soviet experience, 
which was to understand it as a radical strategy of catch-up modernization. 

Now, as the spectacular collapse of the Sovict Union prompts social scientists 
to advance new interpretations of Soviet history and legacy, a reexamination of 
the old debate between totalitarian and modernization theorists and a reassess- 
ment of the totalitarian model have taken hold of the scholarly agenda.” As 
Abbot Gleason has remarked, proponents of the totalitarian model now have “a 
whole new set of allics: Russian intellectuals and academies who themselves have 
come to feel that no term is as suggestive of their country’s experience as totali- 
tarianism.”” The increasing use of the term in post-Sovict societies can hardly be 
explained as a manifestation of Russian and East European intellectual bewil- 
derment or as an exculpatory tactic—the totalitarian nature of Soviet and Nazi 
German society has been debated among Russian intellectuals since the 1930s." 
Far from perceiving totalitarianism as “the great mobilizing and unifving concept 
of the Cold War,"" those with firsthand experience of Sovict-type societies have 
viewed totalitarianism as a system which concentrates the overwhelming power 
over human beings and material resources in the supreme political authority of 
the party-state. The problem of defining the nature of systems, in which the 
enormous political power attained by the party-state was complemented by the 
concentration of all cconomic power and means of cultural control, remains an 
urgent task for social scientists trying to make sense of the twentieth century. 

I do not see any compelling reason to reject totalitarianism as an ideal-type 
construction depicting a social system that found its fullest realization in Stalin's 
Soviet Union.” This concept has been accepted and elaborated upon by many 
analysts with firsthand experience of life in early totalitarian systems,"* and mil- 
lions of Soviets and East Europeans believe it to be a true reflection of their expe- 
riences under Stalinism. Those social scientists who reject totalitarianism as a 
ralue-charged concept are obliged to develop new concepts and categories with 
which to grapple with the Sovict system. It is true that neither the totalitarian 
model as presented in politological studies of the 1950s nor modernization the- 
ory as utilized in the 1960s are very helpful in “identifying the conceptual conti- 
nuity of the Soviet regime.”" Both totalitarian and modernization theorists of the 
1950s and 1960s recognized the historically innovative and specific character of 
the Soviet system. In their approaches, however, they often reduced it to its polit- 
ical aspects and failed to provide a serious analysis of the central facet of Soviet 


socicty, its economic organization, and in so doing virtually ignored the pioncer- 
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ing works of such economists as Boris Brutzkus, Ludwig von Mises, and 
Iriedrich von Hayek. 

The major lesson to be drawn from decades of scholarly debate in the field of 
Soviet studies is that using an eclectic, multidisciplinary combination of para- 
digms from various social sciences provides a sound scientific approach for 
understanding the Sovict system as a novel form of social organization. The same 
celectic approach is useful for articulating consistent theoretical accounts of con- 
tinuity and change in that organization, beyond the well-known manifestations 
of totalitarianism as a political regime. It allows us to examine both the complex 
interconnections between the Soviet political order, and its economic, cultural 
and structural underpinnings, and the position of the Soviet state in the devel- 
oping world system. On the one hand, the particular identity of the Soviet sys- 
tem was determined by both its essential, “genetic” features and its developmen- 
tal characteristics that express the internal logic of the system's functioning." On 
the other hand, this identity was forged in the process of interaction between the 
Soviet Union and its rapidly mutating international environment. 

Following the Soviet disintegration, both Russian and Western scholars gained 
access to an enormous stock of information concerning the Sovict system's inner 
workings, as well as the plans and intentions of the Sovict leadership. As a result, 
reliable quantitative data on the true scope of the militarization of Soviet econo- 
my and society have been made available to stunned analysts."” These data not 
only represent a decisive contribution to a better understanding of Sovict reality, 
but also necessitate an claboration of new models and paradigms related to the 
nature of the Soviet system. Inspired by Herbert Spenser’s analysis of the con- 
trasting organizational principles of industrialism and militarism and the dis- 
tinction between the “externally oriented” and “internally oriented” states in the 
intellectual tradition of German historiography and political economy, Andrew 
Janos in his recent works justifiably insists that the paradigm of the externally- 
oriented garrison state and “militarized society” is indispensable for making sense 
of the Soviet experience." ‘There is no doubt that, in the light of newly available 
information, the notion of the Sovict syndrome based on an interdependent and 
mutually reinforcing single-party political regime and centrally planned economy 
has to be complemented by the military state paradigm. The specificity of So- 
viet modernization thus becomes the focal point of an analysis of the evolution 
and the subsequent devolution of the Soviet system. 

The Stalinist revolution of the 1930s resulted in the formation of a “military- 
industrial society” that contradicts the conventional conception of industrial soci- 
ety as a form of social organization based on continuous technological progress 
and the growing productivity of labor. The one-party regime, armed with the 
Marxist-Leninist ideology and a blueprint for a socialist society, suppressed pri- 
vate property and the market. Central planning was introduced as the major 
mechanism of exchange, resource allocation, and social integration. The unques- 
tionable dominance of central planning, in turn, reinforced and stabilized the 
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one-party system. The result was a socioeconomic order characterized by a com- 
mand economy and a fusion between political and economic management." 
Under Stalin, the Soviet system was cemented by a growing militarization of the 
economy and society. This development delivered a final blow to the already 
weakened market relations in Soviet socicty, since the dominant military indus- 
try was largely immune to market considerations and economic rationality. 
Moreover, the military industry, largely exempt from cost-benefit analysis by def 
inition, was the only branch of Soviet economy subject to direct and open com- 
petition with the West. 

Central planning was instrumental in overcoming some aspects of Soviet cco- 
nomic underdevelopment at the carly stage of industrialization by promoting the 
rapid exploration and development of the country’s rich patrimony of natural 
resources and by mobilizing a large pool of underemployed labor. The party-state 
concentrated all societal resources on reaching parity with the advanced countries 
in selected branches of industry and sectors of the economy. This strategy 
prompted the Soviet state to pursue certain avenues of Western technological 
development. Massive investment in the education system and scientific research 
resulted in growing human capital. Central planning was especially useful for the 
priority development of heavy industry and specifically defense-related produc- 
tion, The substantive economic rationality of central planning meant that for a 
time the Soviet state managed an extremely efficient program of ideological and 
coercive mass mobilization. The state exploited tully the mobilizational potential 
of an ideology anticipating a socialist society vastly superior to the crisis-ridden 
capitalist world. At the same time, forced industrialization proved to be a perfect 
mechanism for creating and maintaining a state of permanent emergency, ide-_ 
ally suited for crash conversion to a war economy. A high rate of accumulation 
was combined with the drastic depression of living standards and with terror. 

Given that the Soviet system was established within the life-span of a single 
generation, an enormous amount of coercion was inevitable. Mass terror was a 
precondition for both stability and relatively efficient party-state functioning, 
including central planning.” Terror as an indispensable mechanism of “revolu-- 
tions from above” should always be seen as a complex unity of systemic func- 
tionality and dysfunctionality. In the Soviet case, while essential for securing the 
grip of the single party regime and for promoting radical change, the massive use 
of coercion under Stalin degenerated into a mounting spiral of terror that endan- 
gered the very survival of the system, 

De-Stalinization did not signify a simple correction of Stalinist excesses, but 
rather a transition from a system-building to a system-maintenance phase. The 
Sovict system had reached maturity: a stable single party-state with a centrally 
planned economy dominated by a military-industrial complex had been estab- 
lished. Over subsequent decades, the coercive apparatus became less harsh and 
less visible, even though it remained a major instrument of intimidation “shaping 
People’s perceptions of what could happen to them if they were to oyerstep the 
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boundaries of acceptable behavior.” Terror and coercion were replaced by a sys- 
tem of incentives and rewards distributed through a state-enginecred system of 
stratification. Unable and unwilling to rely on terror and extensive economic 
growth, the Soviet leadership had to divert a part of the economic surplus to 
social policy which guaranteed a high level of job security and artificially low 
prices for basic goods and housing. Thus, the coercive Sovict state turned into a 
redistributive one, without compromising the dominance of the military-indus- 
trial complex. 

As the only employer and the dominant redistributive agency, the party-state 
created a hierarchical social structure in which power and privilege were deter- 
mined largely by rank in the bureaucracy. Administrative barriers between vari- 
ous social groups were established together with rules, quotas, and limitations 
controlling intergroup transfer by administrative means. To maximize the social 
surplus and accomplish politically important tasks, the state treated certain social 
groups as strategically important by redistributing the surplus in their favor. Poli- 
cies creating high priority branches of industry and industrial plants (the so- 
called closed enterprises) as well as privileged geographical locations (the so- 
called closed cities) are examples.”! Sovict nationality policy based on a 
comprehensive system of ethnic stratification became an indispensable mecha- 
nism for maintaining social stability in a very complex multicthnic society. 

This sketchy overview of the central institutional characteristics and develop- 
mental policies of the Soviet system should suttice to demonstrate the funda- 
mental difference between Sovict and Western modernization, The following 
outcomes of Soviet modernization are especially relevant to the analysis of the 
‘causes of Sovict decline. 

First, social groups with strong ties to the market—that is, those responsive to 
the market regulators of social activity such as merchants, entreprencurs, and 
well-to-do peasants—were eliminated, often physically. This process contributed 
to a greater sociopsychological homogeneity of Soviet society, enhancing its 
“rural nexus.”” 

Second, modernization under Stalin was implemented by reactivating certain 
archaic, pre-capitalist patterns of social organization.’ The twin policies of col- 
lectivization and forced industrialization generated huge masses of uprooted 
migrants, the new Soviet Lunpenproletariat.* No mass unemployment followed, 
however, since the centrally planned economy could absorb the additional labor, 
and the coercive apparatus could tie workers to their productive units, The Stal- 
inist administration fought agrarian overpopulation by urbanization and indus- 
triaization, in the process transforming its population into state serfs.” 

Third, once the foundation of technological society had been laid, emphasis 
shifted to military production,” both to achieve socialist victory on a global scale 
and out of security concerns. Until the USSR’s collapse, the military-industrial 
complex enjoyed first priority in the Sovict economy, which Oskar Lange justi- 
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Fourth, Sovict urbanization differed considerably from its Western counter- 
part. In Stalin’s time, mass migration trom the countryside to the city occurred 
very quickly, even explosively. Cities were Hooded with rural migrants escaping 
from collective farms, ready to work for subsistence wages provided by the bur- 
geoning construction sites and industrial enterprises. This mass migration was 
not accompanied by a corresponding development of social infrastructure in the 
cities, since capital investment was directed to high rates of accumulation and 
skewed towards heavy, particularly military, industry. Consequently, the civilizing 
and individualizing effects of urban life did not fully materialize. Soviet cities, 
with exception of the major centers accorded a special status in the system of ter- 
ritorial stratification, were characterized by “a typically marginal, intermediary, 
‘barrack’ subculture”™ which combined partially preserved traditions of peasant 
community with the barely emerging values of urban civilization. Nonwithstand- 
ing the traditional link between cities and markets, Soviet urban dwellers were 
also not exposed to market relations, but rather to state propaganda, indoctrina- 
tion, bureaucratic administration, and rigid external controls. ‘Vhe Soviet party- 
state succeeded in creating a huge network of powertul sociilizing institution, 
while simultancously avoiding the destabilizing cftects that typically accompany 
the emergence of mass media in industrial societies. At least two generations of 
Sovict citizens were effectively cut off from the outside world by means of closed 
borders and a massive censorship program, including the jamming of foreign 
broadcasts and the ban on foreign press and books. Sovict education took the 
form of mass indoctrination, with complete uniformity achieved by a single set 
of teaching materials approved by the ministry of education. Finally, a huge army 
based on universal male conscription became a powerful agent of socialization 
and militarization.” 

Fifth, the post-Stalinist years proved decisive to the formation of the basic 
personality type that became dominant in Sovict society. The “state-dependent 
worker” was yoverned by a system of “organized consensus” that replaced Stal- 
inist coercion, based on an implicit social contract between the regime and the 
populace. Having restored the right of workers to change their jobs at will, the 
Soviet leadership created a peculiar semi-free labor market in which job turnover, 
rather than higher productivity and better skills, became the major bargaining 
resource of industrial workers. The redistributive state molded the fundamental 
norms, attitudes, and expectations of the Soviet population. ‘Total job security, 
Price stability, and the guarantee of some basic benefits by the omnipotent state 
became inviolable norms of the Soviet way of life and necessary conditions for 
stable, consensual relations between the Soviet regime and the population, 

Having reached maturity, the Soviet military-industrial society began mani- 
festing tendencies that, taken together, pointed to a systemic crisis and testified 
to the system's growing inviability in a changing world. The role of the Soviet 
institutional framework in the economic decline can be summarized as follows. 
Initially, Soviet growth rates were impressive, but this was an input-driven 
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growth, As Paul Krugman wrote, “If the Soviet economy had a special strength, 
it was its ability to mobilize resources, not its ability to use them efficiently.”" 
The prevailing modes of production and the behavioral patterns they created 
encouraged both shortages and waste. The single-party regime and the centrally 
planned economy were unpropitious to innovation, except in the severely cir- 
cumscribed sphere of military production and research. The predominance of the 
military-industrial complex magnified the system's wastefulness and ensured the 
backwardness of civilian industries. The hypertrophied growth of the military- 
industrial complex and increasing technological backwardness of civilian indus- 
try provoked industrial decay, general stagnation, and progressive exhaustion of 
the country’s natural, social, and cultural resources. 

The novelty of the Soviet experience is that its military-driven modernization 
endangered the foundations of long-term systemic reproduction and triggered 
the society’s self-destructive dynamic. Since the crucial role of the military in 
modernizing a society and building a new state structure is well documented in 
both European and Russian history,” this outcome of the Sovict developmental 
strategy requires an explanation. The Sovict Union before the Second World War 
and the entire Soviet system that emerged in the postwar bipolar world have 
always been part of a larger and more inclusive sociocultural international system. 
Soviet development cannot be understood apart from the dominant trends in 
other technologically advanced societics. In other words, in analyzing the Sovict 
extinction one should not neglect the process of intersocictal selection. 

The development of new military technologies and the concomitant logic of 
nuclear war, with its guiding principle of mutually assured destruction, made 
another world war infeasible, and this dealt a blow to a Sovict doctrine based on 
the inevitability of war between the socialist and capitalist camps. Even if Stalin 
himself held that atomic bombs were “intended for frightening those with weak 
nerves” and gave no indication of ever “rethinking his approach to military 
affairs as a result of the new technology,” his successors had to adapt their polit- 
ical designs to the realities of the nuclear age. Nonetheless, the Soviet military- 
industrial complex continued to receive an ever growing share of state investment 
which, in a period of prolonged peace, was justified by Sovict leaders on both 
domestic and international grounds. In the international arena, the Cold War 
with its concomitant arms race provided a raison d tre for continuous militariza- 
tion. Domestically, the military-industrial complex played a preeminent role in 
maintaining the status quo. Due to its central place in the economy, the military 
sector attracted the best educated and skilled workers by guaranteeing extensive 
privileges. Skilled workers, engineers, and technical specialists who might have 
fallen in with a reform movement were instead thoroughly co-opted by the sys- 
tem: “This arrangement ensured that the social base for reform during the criti- 
cal early stages of the economic crisis would be quite narrow, and that the chances 
tor an authentic reformist leader to get to the top would be minimal.”* As a 
result, the Soviet military-industrial complex delayed reaction to crisis tenden- 
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cies.” Soviet militarization turned into militarization for its own sake, propelling 
the system into drawn-out self destruction. 


Causes and Manifestations of 
Soviet Counter-Modernization 


The systemic decay of a military-industrial society is a phenomenon of counter- 
modernization—an abrupt reversal of the key developments that have character- 
ized all industrial societies to date. This form of social degeneration was pro- 
voked in the Soviet case by the anti-innovative aspects of the economic system 
coupled with the self-destructive character of its military-driven modernization. 
The system's devolution can be factored into four interconnected processes: tech- 
nological stagnation and declining productivity; decline in the complexity of 
social structure and the stagnation in the division of labor; the system's inability 
to develop new needs, beliefs, and values—all necessary tor progress, and, f- 
nally, waste of resources and ever-spreading ecological damage. 

The Soviet Union and Sovict-type societies of Eastern Europe began, in the 
1960s, to experience a continuous, long-term decline in labor productivity and 
rates of economic growth, The declining productivity puta halt to extensive eco- 
nomic growth, leading to a shrinking economic surplus. The overall technologi- 
cal gap between Soviet-type and Western industrial societies has been growing 
since. Moreover, Sovict-type societies “were outperformed by a number of coun- 
tries that in the mid-1960s were at a similar or lower level of economic develop- 
ment.”* The Soviet Union became the first industrialized country to reverse the 
direction of the demographic transition, with an increase in infant mortality and 
a significant deerease in male life expectancy, accompanied in the southern 
periphery by a continued population explosion. 

Soviet modernization produced a multi-ticred industrial social structure that 
included the working middle class, young professionals, highly-skilled workers, 
and intellectual and cultural elites, and to this extent resembled other advanced 
industrial socicties.* But after the establishment of the “organized consensus” in 
the post-Stalinist period, the increasingly complex division of labor was arrested 
and the growing complexity of associations and communities characteristic of the 
West never fully materialized. The partial and selective diftusion of industrial 
technology and the generally anti-innovative character of Soviet modernization 
preserved huge numbers of unskilled laborers and generated a decline in the role 
and prestige of higher education.” 

The prevalence of state dependence and bureaucratic redistribution minimized 
individual risk and guaranteed job availability, price stability, and an income pol- 
icy that remained largely egalitarian irrespective of productivity. As a result, some 
social groups and individuals benefitted at the expense of others: the Sovict state: 
valued blue-collar workers over white-collar professionals; employees in the top- 
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priority heavy and military industries over those in the consumer-goods and ser- 
vice sector; mediocrity and obedience over skill, education, and entreprencurial 
ability. Having tostered a specific social type of state-dependent worker as its 
major social base, the Soviet system created its own “grave-diggers”: huge 
masses of people who loathed competition and craved stability, who were hos- 
tile to innovation or productive work, and who were thus especially receptive to 
the ideology of egalitarianism, redistribution, and “social justice.” A resistance 
to change and the general lack of innovative spirit characterized behavior at all 
levels of the Soviet social structure. 

The most salient aspect of the Soviet crisis can be seen in the USSR’s rela- 
tionship to both its ecological and international environment. In the interna- 
tional arena, the policy of the continuous confrontation with the West, in the 
form of the Cold War and constant peripheral wars by proxy states, with or 
without direct Soviet involvement, further exhausted national resources. As for 
managing the ecology, the destructive effects of Soviet technology were a 
telling indicator of socioeconomic decay. The increasing inviability of the So- 
viet system manifested itself most strikingly in the growing waste of natural 
resources and the spreading ecological crisis. As Murray Feshbach and Alfred 
Friendly put it, “When historians finally conduct an autopsy on the Soviet 
Union and Sovict Communism, they may reach the verdict of death by eco- 
cide.” The inability to develop and introduce environmentally benign tech- 
nology dictated a continuous reliance on obsolete energy-intensive and mate- 
rial-intensive production techniques that were both wasteful and damaging to 
the environment. 

Soviet counter-modernization provides the first example in the modern 
industrial era of technological advance generating “negative” feedback that 
weakened and eventually extinguished the original developmental impulses. 
The Soviet crisis, therefore, cannot be attributed cither to a transition from an 
extensive to an intensive growth stage or to a transition “from an industrial to 
a scientific-technological civilization," analogous to problems encountered 
earlier in Western industrial societies. Instead, the problems facing Sovict-type 
socicties sprang from their specific structural and functional characteristics: 
they were byproducts of a particular socioeconomic system that suffocated 
incentive and slowed down technological innovation and development. The 
Soviet system proved inviable at the newest stage of scientitic-technological 
revolution and social development. Decades of extensive growth fueled by 
wasteful backward technologies and aggravated by the prioritics of the mili- 
tary-industrial complex, have resulted in a progressive depletion of resources 
and the ensuing loss of system’s capacity for self-reproduction. Unable to reach 
this new stage of development because of economic irrationality in the man- 
agement of its initially vast resources, Sovict society not only fell behind the 
industrialized West in levels of productivity and consumer satisfaction, but also 
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degenerated into a self-destructive form of social organization, riddled with 
problems and ecological dangers. 


Political Reforms and the Rise 


of Nationalism in the Soviet Union 

The idea that Gorbachev's reforms were a major precipitant of Soviet disinte- 
gration should be evaluated in the context of Soviet counter-modernization and 
deepening systemic crisis. Intent on reversing the decline and saving the Soviet 
system, Gorbachev introduced the program of reforms known popularly as per- 
estroika. Initially, this consisted of rapid but largely superticial improvements 
within the Soviet system, that left its major mechanisms and institutions 
intact.” During the first year of his rule, Gorbachev simply combined appeals 
for harder and more disciplined work with a clamp-down on the “second econ- 
omy,” a wide-scale anti-alcoholism campaign, and a number of administrative 
measures. Dissatisfied with the results, he then moved beyond this carly disci- 
plinarianism to introduce a vestigial program of economic retorms based on a 
policy of “growth acceleration.” This involved a sharp increase in capital invest- 
ment for machine-building, metal-working, and extractive industries at the 
expense of consumer-goods production. Not surprisingly, this retorm reinforced 
the very same Stalinist policies that were primarily responsible for the Soviet 
decline by favoring the established interests of such monopolistic sectors of the 
economy as the military-industrial complex and certain branches of heavy 
industry which “had already brought other sectors of the economy to virtual 
technological bankruptey.”" 

Disappointed with the results of these first reforms, Gorbachev's administra- 
tion realized that economic reform was doomed unless popular participation in 
the decision-making process was increased, and that involved curtailing coer- 
cion and introducing limited democracy—most visibly, through competitive 
elections. Democratic reforms followed in rapid succession. The secret police 
and other forms of state-sponsored coercion were discredited, competitive clee- 
tions were held, censorship was curtailed, and the party’s monopoly on political 
power was formally repudiated. These reforms fundamentally changed the char- 
acter of the Soviet political regime, with repercussions for the social atmosphere 
of the entire country and, indeed, the world. 

Two most spectacular consequence of democratization was the astonishingly 
rapid collapse of the Sovict “external empire.” Betore Gorbachev, the East Euro- 
pean single-party regimes and their antiquated centrally planned economies had 
been kept afloat by Soviet military force and economic assistance in the form of 
raw material and energy delivered at a fraction of the world price. In other 
words, the internal stability in the Soviet bloc had required the existence of a 
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strong redistributive center with massive resources and an extensive military and 
coercive apparatus at its disposal. When these conditions no longer obtained, 
the opposition of millions of East Europeans to the externally imposed Sovict- 
ization, combined with Gorbachev's policy of democratic reforms and his even- 
tual refusal to use force to prop up the besieged East European client regimes, 
created the necessary and sufficient conditions for the “velvet revolution” of 1989. 

At home the effects of Gorbachev's reformist course were no less destructive 
for the Sovict system. The move towards democratization signified the weaken- 
ing of coercion as a tool of the state. This development, combined with a further 
deterioration of the economy, a sharp drop in the living standards, massive short- 
ages, and rationing of such staples as bread and sugar, unleashed dormant social 
forces and prompted the coalescing of popular discontent around groups and 
movements whose importance had obviously been underestimated by Gor- 
bachev. This democratic social mobilization testified both to the suecess of Gor- 
bachev’s political reforms and to the unintended consequences of perestroika 
which the government could no longer control. 

The profound transtormation of major organizational principles of the Soviet 
system introduced by the reformist segment of the party created favorable condi- 
tions for mass political mobilization whose most potent base was ethnic rather 
than political. In the words of a Russian philosopher, “nationalities have turned 
into political parties” and powerful nationalist movements appeared in various 
Soviet republics. Thus, while the very nature of the uniquely Sovict military- 
industrial system led to its unarrestable decline, the forces of nationalism and sep- 
aratism served as powerful precipitants of the USSR’s actual disintegration. More- 
over, the same nationalist and separatist impulses were responsible for the collapse 
of Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia, testifving to a common logic underlying the 
disintegration of multiethnic societies built on the Soviet model. To grasp it, one 
should examine both the general factors responsible for the persistence and peri- 
odie resurgence of nationalism throughout the twenticth century, and the specifics 
of ethnicity and nationality policies in Soviet-type socicties. 


Soviet Empire and Its Nationality Policy 


The breakup of the Soviet Union into fifteen different countries has generated a 
number of scholarly and eyewitness accounts.“ As Ronald Suny has pointed out, 
“The Soviet Union, which a quarter century ago would have been described by 
ost social scientists as a state and only occasionally, and usually by quite conser- 
vative analysts, as an empire, is almost universally described after its demise as an 
empire, since it now appears to have been an illegitimate, composite polity unable 
to contain the rising nations within it.”* 

The reluctance to recognize the Sovict Union as an empire had several expla- 
nations. Even though the Soviet Union incorporated into itself much of the ter- 
ritory of the earlicr Russian empire, the origins of the Soviet empire are to be 
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traced back not to the tsarist legacy but rather to the particular nationality policy 
and expansionism of the Stalinist regime. In the beginning, the Soviet regime was 
rather benevolent in its policy towards its nationals, emphasizing the right of 
national self-determination and resolutely opposing Great-Russian chauvinism. 
For decades Soviet propaganda with its ubiquitous ant-imperialist and anti-colo- 
nialist overtones® lived off these early attempts to support ethnic minorities. So- 
viet imperialism found its clearest manifestation in the annexation of the Baltic 
states, but in other areas the USSR’s imperial impulse was less discernible, and 
varied at different stages of its development. Mark Beisinger justifiably stresses the 
importance of the subjective dimension of imperialism, but his insistence that the 
Soviet empire should not be treated as an “objective” structure and that the use of 
the term ts itself “a claim and a stance” requires serious qualification. Since the 
late 1930s, the Soviet Union was an empire in both an objective and a subjective 
sense of the term: the ethnoterritorial structure with boundaries between nation- 
alities imposed and maintained by the state; the state-enginecred system of ethnic 
stratification; and Soviet center-periphery relations in general-—these represented 
the most salient imperial dimensions of the Sovict state. Even if the imperial char- 
acter of the country was always a matter of degree, the Soviet system evolved in 
such a way as to strengthen its objective imperial characteristics, as well as the sub- 
jective perceptions of the ethnic political and cultural elites. Vhe crystallization of 
this perception of the Soviet state as imperial was prompted by a gradual but inex- 
orable decline of the Soviet economy and by the failure of the Bolshevik project 
of national integration based on a specific nationality policy. 

Sovict policy was ostensibly committed to the goal of rapprochement and the 
merger of the various Soviet nationalities into a single state in some unspecitied 
future. But in reality the Soviet leadership always gave precedence to the require- 
ments of state over ideology. The basic goals of Soviet nationality policy were sim- 
ilar to those of any modern multiethnic state: it was designed to maintain USSR’s 
territorial integrity and internal stability and strengthen the process of national 
integration, For a few decades this apparently pragmatic and relatively coherent 
policy successfully maintained internal stability. It resulted, however, in strength- 
ening imperial qualities of the Soviet Union, promoting ethnic particularism, and 
fostering the process of nation-building.” A brief overview of the basic institu- 
tional arrangements and practices of the Soviet nationality policy may be helpful 
to account for such an outcome.” 

Prior to Gorbachev, the ruthless suppression of nationalist and separatist move- 
ments was the centerpiece of Soviet nationality policy. Throughout Soviet his- 
tory, the powerful coercive apparatus proved quite successful in destroying both 
real and imaginary ethnic oppositions, suppressing the activitics of dissident 
nationality groups and punishing local leaders who tried to develop indigenous 
power bases. Still, the impressive internal stability, which began breaking down 
only during a few final vears of Soviet existence, cannot be accounted for solely in 
terms of terror and repression. 


86 Victor Zaslavsky 


Political and cultural, or civic and ethnic, understandings of nationhood as two 
alternative, even antagonistic principles of organizing citizenship and nationhood 
go back to the early nineteenth century. Marxist-Leninist ideology that barely 
tolerated nations and nationalism as a temporary, albeit unavoidable, evil obvi- 
ously belonged to the tradition which understood nationhood as a political rather 
than an ethnocultural fact. The Bolshevik government, however, in trying to keep 
together the scattered parts of the former tsarist empire, was compelled to turn 
to the national principle as an expedient to secure the territorial and economic 
foundations of the emergent revolutionary state. The Soviet Union was built on 
the principle of nominal national-territorial autonomy with ethnoterritorial units 
as its basic structural clements. In Soviet society ethnicity was institutionalized 
on both group and individual levels. On the group level, major ethnic groups 
were assigned their officially recognized territories and organized into an clabo- 
rate administrative hierarchy of ethnic stratification, in which the fitteen Sovict 
republics represented the highest rank of statehood accessible to a Soviet nation- 
wity. Individually, the ethnic affiliation of all citizens was registered on their 
internal passports and treated as the person's ascriptive characteristic inherited at 
birth. The registration of nationality in passports both served as a determinant of 
individual identity and established rigid boundaries between nationalities. 

The Soviet understanding of nationhood was firmly based on the Stalinist 
linkage between nationality, its territory, and its indigenous political elite which, 
in turn, was nominated and closely supervised from the center. National integra- 
tion was to be achieved through the socioeconomic development of the republics 
by means of a policy of redistribution from more to less developed areas and pref- 
erential treatment to cach nationality within its territories. All republics were 
granted identical state, bureaucratic, and educational structures, similar research 
and development establishments (including republican academies of sciences 
with comprehensive sets of research institutes), and similar organizations for the 
production and distribution of culture (from the state publishing houses and the 
ministries of culture and education to the creative unions of writers, artists, archi- 
tects, and other cultural producers). This institutional isomorphism was comple- 
mented by the aforementioned policy of preferential treatment designed to co- 
opt the educated and ambitious members of cach nationality into the ranks of 
their local political elite and educated middle class. 

Control over higher education was another crucial aspect of nationality pol- 
icy. For decades competition for university admission among applicants of var- 
10us nationalitics was regulated by a quota system which also favored the local 
nationality. Its members enjoyed privileged access to higher education and 
administrative and managerial jobs, leadership positions and high-ranking 
posts." Since republican political elites were appointed and co-opted by the 
central party apparatuses, they remained loyal to the central authority rather 
than to their ethnic constituencies. The well-developed system of control and 
surveillance reserved some key leadership positions for the representatives of 
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the center, who were overwhelmingly ethnic Russian, and this made the tos- 
tering of nationalist sentiments and aspirations on the part of local political 
elites both very risky and unlikely. 

The major accomplishment of this policy was to achieve a considerable degree 
of homogencity in republican social structures. Even in the least developed 
republics the number of university-cducated specialists grew to approach that of 
the Russian population. By protecting the educational and occupational interests 
of the indigenous clites and middle classes, Soviet nationality policy provided 
incentives for remaining loyal to the center. It was to be unusually successful in 
integrating these proups, receptive as they were to nationalist ideas and crucial to 
ethnic mobilization,” into the Soviet system. 

Soviet investment was to a certain extent allocated according to a policy of 
transfer payments aimed at reducing ditterences in development among. the 
republics. [ts effectiveness should not be overestimated, however, Soviet militarist 
modernization always gave precedence to strategic considerations over redistrib- 
utive goals and was unable to achieve equilized and comprehensive development 
of the non-Russian republics. The Soviet central ministries increasingly funded 
their own enterprises to the neglect of regional development, and centralized - 
investment often went to ecologically harmful projects detrimental to the qual- 
ity of life in the region. Over time, central planners increasingly turned to the 
“ratchet” principle of planning: they calculated investment and production targets 
“from the achieved level” by simply increasing those of the previous year by a cer- 
tain percentage’*—which penalized republics with below-average development 
and above-av erage birth rates. Soviet propaganda boasted of successes in nar- 
rowing economic disparities between the Soviet republics, and in the early 1970s_ 
Brezhnev announced that socioeconomic equality in the USSR had been “essen- 
tially” achieved. In practice, the economic ranking of the republics remained con- 
stant, with the Baltic republics ranking above the national average and all the 
Muslim republics left at the bottom. Differences in many indicators of regional 
development actually grew starting in the late 1950s, becoming particularly pro- 
nounced in the Brezhnev era.” . 

Center-periphery relations assumed a distinctly imperial character, both polit- 
ically and economically.* The classic imperial differentiation of production in 
which high value- added production takes place at the center and low value- 
added proddctian: in the periphery was, however, successtully obfuscated by the 
operation of a marketless economy and the redistributive Soviet state. For a time 
the standards of living in the Russian center and in the ethnic periphery were 
inversely related to their respective levels ot industrialization. Both Soviet and 
Western studies of regional inequalities in the 1970s yielded the somewhat para- 
doxical result that the standard of living in the Central Asian and Caucasian 
republics was higher than that of the industrially dev eloped Russian center. This 
apparent panne was often interpreted by analysts as proof that considerable 
Wealth was being transferred from the more prosperous to the poorer republics in 
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the “southern belt." Some scholars even saw in it a kind of “welfare colonial- 

ism’—“colonialism” because Central Asia produced abundant raw materials for 
processing in European USSR and because the shape and pace of the region's 
economic development were determined by Moscow, and “welfare” because the 
center subsidized the Central Asian standard of living.” 

The notion of welfare colonialism rightly emphasized USSR's imperial quali- 
tics, but it postulated a massive subsidization of the periphery which in practice 
the central leadership was neither willing nor able to support. The paradox that 
living standards were often higher in the periphery than warranted by its level of 
development can be adequately explained without reference to welfare colonial- 
ism. The failure of the centrally planned economy was perhaps most evident in 
the permanent shortages of food and consumer goods. One consequence of those 
shortages was the development of the “second economy” and the free market for 
tood and consumer goods that functioned in parallel to the Soviet economy. The 
ethnic periphery, because of its more favorable climatic conditions and espe- 
cially lack of state control always had an easier time engaging in market activi- 
ties. It was the existence of private agriculture and market operations, and not 
subsidies from the central state, that raised living standards. This fact did not 
change an objectively hierarchical differentiation of production between the cen- 
ter and the periphery characteristic of imperial organization. But the centrally 
planned economy and the redistributive central state operating in a society cut off 
from the global market temporarily dulled such consequences of imperialism as 
ethnic inequality and stratification. 

Soviet nationality policy was pursued consistently, but produced contradic- 
-tory results. It proved unusually successful in maintaining internal stability, By 
encouraging state dependency and protecting the educational and occupational 
interests of the local political elite and educated middle class, this policy 
blunted their aspirations to independent nationhood, neutralized their poten- 
tially destabilizing role and integrated them into the Soviet regime. On the 
other hand, it strengthened the imperial character of the Soviet Union by creat- 
ing a hierarchical array of national socictics, fostering differences between cen- 
ter and periphery, and exacerbating interethnic conflicts and center-periphery 
contradictions. Soviet nationality policy promoted a peculiar process of nation- 
building. The state erected practically impenetrable passport barriers between 
different ethnic groups, and administratively linked each ethnic community to 
its own territory and political leadership. Consequently, in the various republics 
there emerged such major preconditions for independent existence as their own 
administratively defined territorics inhabited by the “titular” nationalities, their 
own political elites and educated middle classes, and continuous traditions of 
cultural production in their own languages. As one Soviet analyst put it, “the 


republics exhibit the full set of characteristics of independent states that have 
lost their independence.”™ 
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Soviet nationality policy, uniformly applied to very different ethnic groups at 
quite different stages of socioeconomic, cultural, and demographic development, 
preserved and often aggravated regional inequalitics. Vhe Soviet military-driven 
modernization and the Sovict nationality policy thus resulted in the USSR 
remaining an aggregate of both modern and traditional societies. These growing 
ethnoregional economic and cultural disparities were a source of grievance and 
political conflict that undermined the cohesion of the Sovict state. The policy 
also contributed to a reversal of a migration pattern that had characterized the 
Russian empire from the mid-nineteenth century through the first five decades 
of the Soviet Union's existence. By the end of the 1960s the direction of Russian 
migration from the center to the periphery had been reversed.” At the same time 
emigration of members of non-titular nationalities, especially ethnic Russians, 
from non-Russian republics accelerated as a result of exacerbated ethnic tensions. 
In sum, Soviet nationality policy, through its large-scale population transfers, fos- 
tered ethnic homogenization of the republics and set the stage for nationalist and 
separatist Movements. 

During the period of economic growth, when resources were abundant and 
coercion was effectively used as a method of social control, the Soviet Union was 
a relatively stable and viable imperial construction. By the 1980s, however, the 
resources necded to maintain growth had been depleted. The old social contract 
between the regime and the population ceased to be tenable because the regime 
could no longer afford the political and economic costs. In the absence of exten- 
sive economic growth it was no longer possible to protect the occupational inter- 
ests of ethnic educated classes by co-opting them into swelling bureaucracies. 
The twin policies of passport nationality registration and preterential treatment 
of indigenous nationalities grew increasingly counterproductive, and resulted in 
the further decline of productivity: They also generated increasing dissatistaction 
among minorities lacking territorial bases and among non-titular residents of the 
republics. In many cases they led to the emergence of a potentially explosive eth- 
nic division of labor. The situation was particularly tense in those republics where 
the titular nationality had been changed into a numerical minority due to mas- 
sive influxes of other nationalities—good examples being Kazakhstan and 
Yakutia where the first cases of ethnic unrest in Gorbachev's era were registered, 
The fear of the indigenous population for its traditional privileges and ethnic sur- 
vival combined with an acute sense of injustice on the part of the new arrivals 
who felt themselves the targets of discrimination. 

As the strength of the ecntral state was eroded by declining productivity and 
depletion of resources, the statc-engincered system of social stratification began 
to unravel. Under these conditions, institutionalized nationality—the only ofti- 
cially recognized distinction among Soviet citizens—gained significantly in 
social importance and became the principal base of social mobilization and col- 
lective action. An upsurge in a host of nationalist and separatist movements fol- 
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lowed. In the Central Asian republics mobilization was directed against identifi- 
able minorities and did not produce a viable nationalist movement. In the case of 
the Caucasus nationalists demanded sovereignty as nation-states as well as eth- 
nic homogeneity and tought ethnic wars against neighboring republics or against 
ethnic minorities within their own territorics. Finally, in the Baltic republics, 
Ukraine, and Moldavia secessionist movements were rooted in a sense of the 
injustice of their annexation by the Russian/Soviet empire. These movements 
were strongly anti-imperial, based on a quest for self-assertion and identity, on a 
group's concern with ethnic survival, and on a collective perception of economic 
self-interest, fucled by aspirations of joining the world market and the commu- 
nity of industrialized nations. The crisis of the Soviet economy and the redis- 
tributive center only strengthened their claim that the polity represented a fun- 
damentally alien rule. 

Separatist movements in the republics reccived unexpected support from the 
Russian center, where many were ready to get rid of the ethnic periphery and 
“secede from the Soviet Union to create the Russian national state." The griev- 
ances of the Russian population centered on resource allocation and preferential 
treatment of territorially-bound titular nationalities. A drift towards isolationism 
and a separate Russian consciousness began with the advent of perestroika and 
intensified with the explosion of anti-Russian sentiments in the republics. Fur- 
ther fucl was provided by the deterioration of living standards which aggravated 
ethnic conflict over economic choices and policies and promoted ethnic politi- 
cization. A colossal project to divert the flow of Siberian rivers to Central Asia, 
which would have been ccologically harmful to Russian territory, provoked an 
open confrontation between the Russian and the Central Asian republics which 
‘in turn had a catalytic effect on the Russian nationalist movement.” Interethnic 
clashes in the army and Russian cities were growing in frequency and violence 
since, as a population explosion in the Muslim republics caused an intlux of 
migrants and conscripts from the southern republics. As censorship weakened, 
the enormous investment required to contain unemployment and to implement 
large-scale irrigation projects in Central Asia became public knowledge, and 
leading Russian economists and demographers pointed out that, in view of the 
imminent secession of the Baltic republics, Russia would be the only source for 
this investment. Some Russian experts, asserting “the impossibility of further 
coexistence” of industrial and traditional societies within the same country, sug- 
gested that the only solution would be to abandon Central Asia.” These devel- 
opments aggravated the schism in the ranks the Russian intelligentsia between 
‘those who espoused the imperial idea and those who espoused Russian sepa- 
ratism as the only way out of the economic and nationality crisis.’ As the ethnic 
periphery rapidly turned into a Jiability, the hold of the imperial idea over the 
Russian population was attenuated. 

That the sudden collapse of the Soviet empire, the largest state in the world, 
occurred without bloodshed can be explained by the confluence of strong scces- 
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sionist Movements 1n the ethnic periphery and the readiness of the center to drop 
out of the empire. The entire course of perestroika prepared the way for a trans- 
formation in the mentality of the Russian population from imperialist to isola- 
tionist. The Russians’ isolationist nationalism was prompted by growing eth- 
noregional inequality following the collapse of the project of national integration. 
The hegemonic nation repudiated its own empire as the leadership of the former 
fought to arrest migration and avoid transfer payments to the impoverished 
periphery. After the secession of the Balts, the 1991 decision by Slavic republics 
to dissolve the Soviet Union imposed unwanted independence on the Central 
Asian republics. In Alexander Motwl’s words, “Once the center had imploded and 
the dominant half of the imperial relationship had in fact ceased to exist, the sub- 
ordinate part was left on its own and was virtually forced to take the path of 
national independence.” 

The Soviet Union in its last years came much closer to an imperial structure 
than it had been at its inception or in the first decades of its existence. The temp- 
tation to explain its collapse by reterring to the fate of other empires is therefore 
strong. A comparative analysis of the fate of the Soviet bloc in Eastern Europe 
and that of the Habsburg or the Russian empire may be illuminating for an 
understanding of some common circumstances of their collapse, but the analogy 
also has its limitations and should not be pushed too tar. The comparison 
between the Habsburg or Ottoman empires and the Soviet Union, for example, 
may be legitimate as long as it is not allowed to obfuscate obvious sti uctural dis- 
similarities between these historical entities. The Soviet Union was fundamen- 
tally different than other empires. While the center held power and political con- 
trol and maintained a hierarchical distinction of production processes, the 
redistributive and non-market aspects of the party-state and of the planned econ- 
omy did not have much in common with the classic imperial model. Tt was not 
an expression of the interests of the dominant nationality in exploiting subordi- 
hate ethnicities, and in fact it frequently worked against Russian national inter- 
ests. It was also relatively successful in disseminating its supranational ideology 
among its population and even in developing a common Sovict identity.” A com- 
parative analysis with nationality policies in contemporary multiethnic countries 
structured along ethnoterritorial lines, like Canada, Switzerland or Czechoslova 
kia, may be helpful for a better understanding of the Sovict dissolution, An ees 
tive comparison could also be made with those countries whose governments, 
confronted with glaring disparities between regions, relied for decades on redis- 
tributive policies of equalization and transter payments trom the more to the less 
Prosperous regions. Italy, Czechoslovakia, and Yugoslavia are Cases IN point. 


Conclusions 


The collapse of the Soviet system and the disintegration of the USSR as a polit- 
ical entity represent two closely interconnected but distinct processes whose 
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causes should not be confused. The forces of nationalism and regionalism were 
present throughout the entire existence of the Sovict Union, Nationalism obvi- 
ously determined the form of USSR’s dissolution as a political entity, even if the 
Soviet breakdown into fifteen independent states, according to the number of the 
union republics, was contingent. (One can easily imagine that, if it were not for 
a demotion of the Karelo-Finnish republic into the rank of an autonomous 
republic, we could have had sixteen independent states.) But the Soviet system 
devolved on its own and the forces of nationalism were not primarily responsi- 
ble for the decay of this socioeconomic formation. The assertion that the col- 
lapse of Communist regimes must be viewed as having had its origin “in the 
dynamics of empire in general and of imperial decline in particular” scems 
therefore invalid. An unanticipated consequence of such reasoning would seem 
to be the idea that ita Sovict-type society emerged in a nationally homogencous 
environment it would have fared better and in the long run might have proven 
a viable form of social organization. 

The Soviet military-industrial society gradually became unsustainable in a 
bipolar world in which the major adversaries could no longer engage in open 
warfare. After World War II nuclear arms advanced to the point where tech- 
nology took precedence over ideology, stifling the aspirations of the Soviet rul- 
ing elite. The ever-growing military-industrial complex nonetheless remained 
the dominant sector of the Soviet economy, and the Soviet combination of an 
interdependent and mutually reinforcing single-party political regime, centrally 
planned economy, and massive militarization of economic and social life 
brought about the phenomenon of counter-modernization and exhausted the 
country’s resources. As a result, the Soviet system lost its capacity for self-repro- 
duction. At this new juncture, Soviet nationality policy, whose success had been 
inextricably linked to a strong central state pursuing a strategy of extensive eco- 
nomic development, became dysfunctional. Its rising costs added to the systemic 
crisis of Soviet society, and its nation-building provided the structural under- 
pinnings for the emerging secessionist movements, 

Gorbachev's attempt to preserve the Soviet Union's territorial integrity by 
democratizing the political regime and providing a market economy turned into 
a powerful precipitant for the Soviet Union's collapse. Gorbachev's revolution 
from above paralyzed the central state, loosening the reign on nationalist and 
separatist movements in some of the federation’s most advanced republics. 
Though these movements triggered the disintegration of the Soviet empire, an 
inexorable decline of the Soviet economy, the debilitation of the central state, 
and the terminal crisis of the Soviet system as a whole paved the way. The col- 
lapse of the Soviet Union along ethnic lines complemented the political revolu- 
tion from above and served as a structural equivalent of a military defeat that 
destroys the institutions and forces of the old system. 
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Sparked by the fall of the Soviet “empire,” the study of empires has again 
caught fire, but much of the new literature that has resulted has focused on the 
causes of imperial decline; there has been little systematic study of its conse- 
quences aside from blaming it for the intercthnic conflict of the twentieth cen- 
tury. Many scholars are quick to identity ethnic warfare as the Major conse- 
quence of the decline of empires, arguing that imperial suppression had 
constrained (while it manipulated) ethnic hatreds. When an empire is no more, 
constraint disappears and ethnic wartare erupts. This simple argument, howev- 
er, ignores the multifarious effects of empire—ideological, economic and polit- 
ical—on the multitude of states that emerge from it. Ethnic warfare is not ; 
always the consequence of imperial decline: it has taken various forms, and it, 
has occurred where no empire existed. 
Discussions of imperial decline tend to center on two key debates—whether 
‘the development of nationalism caused the breakup of the empires, and what 
‘role international torces, war, and socio-economic decline have plaved. There 
“has been no comparable debate on the consequences of empire: ethnic conflict 
has acted as a “catch-all” for a variety of consequences. As a result, the contrib- 
utors to this section of the conference found little in the wav of common 
ground; each chose instead to emphasize one particular consequence over oth- 
ers: Serif Mardin, for example, dealt with the intricate continuities and changes 
Gn the relationship between the imperial core domain and states that ered up 
from it, and Rogers Brubaker focused on the migrations and “unmixing of peo- 
ples” in post-imperial settings. 
Here I will replace this overemphasis on cthnic conflict with an examination 
of emergent national states: What are the overall characteristics of nation- 
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building in post-imperial times? How do they compare with the patterns of eat- 
lier western European nation-building? Tlow do people define their nationhood? 
What are the ditferences between nations that emerge from the core and those 
that emerge from the periphery of an empire? What do emergent nation-states 
carry over from empire to nation? Do aspects ot imperial structure and political 
culture endure beyond imperial decline, and if they do how do they affect the 
development of the nascent state? 
Today with the fall of the Soyict Union and the break-up of the Yugoslav state 
(which itself was the result of the break-up of empires), many new national states 
pare trying to define their nationhood and shape appropriate policies. In many 
' respects they are comparable_to nation. formation in the aftermath of the 
! Ottoman, Habsburg and Romanov empires, but markedly different from west- 
fern European nation-state formation most of which lacked dircet imperial lega- 
‘cies. Moreover, western European cases had the advantage of long centuries to 
“build their national unity 

Theories developed from the western European experience discard ethnicity 
as irrelevant to the process of modernization and nation-building. As citizens of 
the nation learned to communicate in the same language, analysts assumed eth- 
nic differences would tend to disappear and a homogeneous nation would 
emerge.' This did not happen completely even in Europe, where there are still 
many ethnoregional movements, but it was even more demonstrably wrong in 
the case of nationalisms outside western Europe. Ethnicity did not disappear. 
On the contrary, ethnic differences survived and flourished amidst economic 
and political development. 

Theories developed from the western European experience also identify dif- 
‘ferences in forms of nationhood—a civic and an ethnic one—each deriving from 
‘distinct patterns of nation-building. The civic_form is attributed to western 
Europe, where nation-building proceeded to incorporate all citizens, overtime 
giving them individual, political and social rights. The ethnic form is attributed 
to Germany, Eastern Europe and the rest of the “late comers” to nationalism.’ 

It has been described as a form of exclusive nationhood, defining the nation and 

"providing the rights of its citizens based on cultural and ethnic criteria. There 
has been no serious explanation for these differences in forms of nationhood, 
Mostly, explanations have focused on the active resentment and competition 
that Germany and Eastern European countries have felt for western Europe, 
prompting them to concentrate and glorify their peculiarities, their nation, cul- 
ture and language. 

The established theoretical models are unsuitable on three counts: first, eth- 
nicity continues to persist as an identity marker and second, ethnic and civic 
forms of nationhood coexist in Eastern Europe. Third, the theoretical models do 
not take into account imperial Iegacies since western European cases were dif- 
ferent in this aspect. The Western-based theoretical framework for modern 
nation-building has to be rethought. The process of post-imperial nation- 
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building provides us an excellent opportunity to do so. We attempt this by tocus- 
ing on the traditional contiguous empires—the Ottoman, Habsburg, Russian 
and on the Sovict Union—and only tangentially comparing them with overseas 
colonial empires such as the British and the French empires. 


Legacies of the Imperial Past 


The collapse of an empire leaves several legacies for the political entities that 
develop in its aftermath. Among these are social and economic structures, state 
institutions of a certain nature and strength, a particular set of elites, demo- 
graphics, and an overall political cultural legacy, Unless an empire is destroyed 
through revolution, much of its social structure is reproduced in the post-imper- 
ial context. Two of the empires studied in this book, the Ottoman and Habsburg, 
provide excellent examples of this continuity. 

The Ottoman empire through centuries of control managed to establish a 
more or less uniform (at least for the Balkans and Anatolia) agrarian social struc- 
ture, based on an independent and strong peasantry living on the family farm 
unit.’ The implications of this social structure for the post-imperial polities of 
many countries go beyond the persistence of a strong peasantry, for the lack of a 
landed aristocracy (except in Romania) makes the dynamics of nation-state 
building quite ditterent. Maria Todorova has recently argued that a strong peas- 
antry is not really “a living legacy” in the Balkans since none of the politicians in 
the post-imperial period championed peasant rights.4 The issue, however, is 
Yarger than whether politicians had to contend with the peasantry or not; what 
the Ottoman empire left behind was a production system rooted in agriculture 
‘by the peasant for the peasant. This had implications (together with other factors 
such as urban development) for the progress of capitalism. 

The Habsburg empire offers us a useful comparison. Here, the structural leg- 
acy was different and more varied. Not only was an independent peasantry not 
the rule, but a powerful aristocracy with strong economic and political contro] 
over the peasantry was widespread. In fact, in the Habsburg lands servile labor 
requirements were formally abolished in 1848, providing nearly everywhere fora 
fweak rural social class, dominated by the nobility and, in rare cases, burgeoning 
Jndustrialists and capitalists. In a country such as [Hungary there is no doubt that 
the way the aristocracy dominated polities was partly a consequence of the impe- 
rial social structure. In Bohemia, industrialization was the result of textile pro- 
duction, which—located as it was in the countryside—was promoted by an aris- 
tocracy ciger to increase its resources, Although the Bohemian lands provided 
different opportunitics for modern development, here too, the importance of a 
strong landed nobility cannot be ignored. Overall, despite ditterences in inten- 
sity, most of the successor states to the Habsburg and Ottoman empires shared! 
the legacy of large peasantries (although of different strengths and degrees of 
independence) and underdeveloped towns, which hindered economic develop: 
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ment.’ As Fischer-Galati points out, the peasantry was important in all of 
Eastern Europe because one of the key socioeconomic issues that the successor 
states had to contend with was land and its redistribution.” 

One of the oldest topics in Ottoman historiography has been the legacy of a 
strong and bureaucratic state. While most Ottomanists see this as one of the 
stronger legacies of the empire, Balkan and Arab historians have complained of 
the largely ineffectual bureaucratic tradition that they inherited. Echoing many 
others, Ozbudun speaks of “strong and centralized state, reasonably effective by 
standards of the day, highly autonomous of societal forces, and occupying a 
central and highly valued place in Ottoman political culture.” On the one 
hand, the long tradition of a strong central state devoid of representative insti- 
tutions has hindered the development of democracy in many post-Ottoman 
nations. On the other hand, the Ottoman empire left behind a complicated 
political cultural legacy, as seen in the complex relationship between Islam and 
the state. The Ottoman empire was an Islamic empire, yet it allowed for a cer- 
tain separation between state and religion; as Serit Mardin explains, “Ottomans 
introduced Islam for administrative purposes,” thereby providing for the daily 
amalgam of religion and secularism. This aspect of political culture con- 
tributed to the formation of a strongly secular Turkey that has only recently 
been challenged by Islamic movements. 

The political legacy of the Habsburg empire cannot be the same since it 
never acquired a centralized bureaucratic state comparable in strength to that 
of the Ottomans. Closer to the Western European pattern, the Habsburg 
dynasty shared and fought for power with the forces of feudalism. Even later 
when a more absolutist regime was established, a form of decentralization 
became institutionalized after 1867 when three governments were in effect.” As 
a result, we can sce a more tame statist tradition in the successors to the 
Habsburg empire. But the absence of a strong state did not lead to more 
instances of democracy among the successor states because the larger political 
culture of the Habsburgs “had its roots in ecclesiastical and monarchical pater- 
nalisin.”"" 

In order to study the political legacy of empires, we need to look carefully at 
the institutions of administration and control that survive in successor states. 
But we also need to trace the existence and continuity of imperial clites. The 
institutional arrangements of indirect rule between center and periphery deter- 
mined the type and prominence of elites that would carry out the transition to 
modern national states, While the social structure of the empire helps identity 
the resourceful groups, the political arrangements help us locate the powerful 
leaders. It is in the particular nature of indirect imperial rule that every empire 
leaves a legacy of elite groups. 2 

On another level, empires transmit a marked demographic and ethnic leg- 
acy. Whether they carried out policies of ‘demographic surgery’ or not, ethnic 
mixing occurred during the tenure of all four of the empires studied. Therefore, 
a trequent consequence of breakup was the discovery of “unhappy” ethnic mixings; 
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the ethnic mosaics which were the pride of empires became liabilities. As 
Brubaker demonstrates, a process of ethnic “unmixing” then occurred through 
population exchanges, forced migrations, and land transters (often negotiated 
by a third international power)—all with an eye to liomogenizing previously 
commingled populations, This type of homogenization, for example, was used 
‘to nationalize the states of Greece and Turkey. Where such “unmixing” did not 
occur, a core ethnic group tended to dominate the others, and in such a situa- 
tion, the conflict between the core and the minority groups reproduced itself. 
© The standard anti-imperialist line has been that empires, through the 
manipulation of cthnic groups, caused ethnic hatreds which rose to become 
tull- fledged conflicts after imperial collapse. Most such arguments claim that 
“empires lay the foundations for conflict by manipulating ethnic groups, by relo- 
cating them, and by creating ethnically mixed enclaves."’ Given the different 
occupational skills of groups, some level of manipulation of ethnic differences 
did occur. Moreover, the demographic and territorial aims of empires led them 
to repopulate areas or move groups around, therefore changing the original bal- 
ance and ethnic mix. 

There is, however, little sense in looking at these ancient manipulations for 
answers to modern ethnic hatreds.” Despite such policies, empires, especially 
the Habsburg and Ottoman, remained free of violent inter-communal conflict 
during most of their existence. In tact, for long centuries empires were politi- 
cal systems where ethnicity, language and religion did not have much national 
content. This began to change with respect to language and ethnicity only at 
the end of the eighteenth century. Before this time, people switched between 
languages and interacted across communities with relative case." 

It follows from this that looking at imperial cthnic diversity to explain mod- 
ern ethnic conflict will not do. Rather, we need to examine the policies of the 
new nationalizing states in the context of imperial legacies. And, as Chirot 
convincingly argues, we also need to pay attention to the timing of 
nation-building, and the cultural unity necessary for the enterprise. In his 
analysis, only a relatively small number of Western European and East-Asian 
Nation-states were successful at nation-building. All ot these had had long 
periods of cultural unity, at least at the elite level, prior to the creation of mod- 
ern states," 

Whatever their historic background and the length of imperial domination, 
all of the newly emerging nation-states were intent on nationalization. Their 
Priority was to define a nation inside (or outside) their territorial boundaries, 
and to impose a compelling notion of nationhood on its members. Nationhood 
is the most important project of the new state. History matters litte. The 
“invention of tradition” and myths of nationhood do not necessarily respect 
history.’ When needed, clites simply go to pre-imperial history and forge their 
national symbols and legends in whatever way they can. We need, then, te. 
focus on the ways in which nation-builders define their nation, the tools they 
employ, and the policies they adopt. 


104 Karen Barkey 


From Empire to Nation 


The most obvious consequence of the end of an empire in the twentieth cen- 
tury has been the physical and political division of a large multiethnic, multi- 
linguistic conglomerate of core and peripheries into a multitude of smaller 
countries aspiring to become national states. In structural terms, this amounts 
to the disintegration of one imperial state and the formation of many non-impe- 
rial states. 

These national states bring to their development different aspects of their 
imperial legacy. First, these national states have different imperial legacies 
depending on where they were located in the empire. If the national state breaks 
off from the core imperial domain—a rump state—it will have a different leg- 
acy than a national state that breaks off from the periphery. Second, national 
states are governed by an elite which has reached the helm of the state through 
ditterent routes, with different programs and different appeals to various con- 
stituencics. Third, their elites have to contend with inherited imperial institu- 
tions of varying strength and efficiency: they might or might not have a “state 
apparatus.” Fourth, they have to grapple with uneven levels of economic devel- 
opment and industrialization. Finally, enveloping all these structural legacies of 
empire, they have a political culture that has evolved over centuries. How much 
of this legacy continues in the national state is difficult to measure, but it needs 
to be taken into account. 

For rump states, the continuity between empire and nation is in the state 
apparatus. In such cases as Turkey and Austria, those who control the state have 
an casier time defining the politics of nationhood than in many other national 
states emerging from the periphery of empires. As Keyder shows elsewhere in 
this volume, centralizing clites have a better chance at controlling the state 
apparatus. To the degree that they are sustained by a strong ideology, they can 
mobilize support and move toward the construction of a new national state. 

The nationalizing states of the periphery do not necessarily end up with a 
strong state apparatus or a set of well-defined institutions as their imperial leg- 
acy. Still, the role of elites, their various capacities and their mobilizational 
action defines the route for nationhood. The rump state remains more contident 
and united by imperial legacy than the periphery, gaining its strength from its 
previous imperial domination; it has better developed institutions and state 
apparatus. Peripheries, with no such clearly established institutions and otten 
with a legacy of having been dominated, are apt to turn to ethnic nationalism as 
their best tool for unification and solidarity. 


Continuity and Crisis for the Rump States 


In the traditional contiguous empires which are the topic of this book, both core 
and periphery were transformed when they broke up. By contrast, as Eric 


Thinking About Consequences of Empire 105 


Tlobsbawm argues, colonial overseas empires did not undergo the same drastic 
changes in their cores that traditional empires do. Fle agrees that traditional 
empires have less distinct divisions between core and periphery, as well as a “more 
or less coherent web of internal relations” that bonded core with periphery. In the 
case of colonial empires, the distances involved also mattered: in colonial empires 
the formal separation between core and periphery was much clearer and the core 
was an organic, self-contained unity with its own identity, In the case of the 
British empire, by the contrast drawn between “us” and “them” the colonies 
helped detine the English.'"" There was little confusion over to whom the En- 
glish “we” referred. 

In traditional empires the multiplicity of overlapping forms of control and 
sovereignty, the variously embedded forms of intermediary structures between 
core and contiguous periphery, made distinctions less clear cut. With such 
intricate forms of control, nultiple identities also developed in the traditional 
empires, cach working alongside the others, and rising to the fore only under 
special conditions: religious, national, class, and regional identities all coex- 
isted. While it is comparatively simple to talk of a core and a colonial identity 
in colonial empires, traditional empires did not lend themselves to such clear 
distinctions. Theretore, when the empire broke apart, the results were disrup- 
tive and complicated for both core and periphery. 

After collapse, the Ottomans, Habsburgs and the Soviet Union, quickly 
beeame rump states with shrunken territory, possessing imperial ideologies that 
no longer made sense, and economies in retreat. In addition to structural dis- 
continuities, the cores of these traditional empires confronted “identity crises” 
(to use current terminology) during the course of decay and collapse. The eri- 
sis each confronted was dealt with in different ways. The Ottoman-Turkish 
center quickly gave up its imperial identity, the Russian core replaced one 
imperial ideology by another. There was continuity between the Czarist and 
the Soviet empire, both the product of Russian cores. Between 1918 and 1920, 
the former [absburg core of Austria tried to merge with Germany. 

Elite politics set the stage for the rump ideology and policy. For example, late 
nineteenth century Ottoman elites were well aware that the empire had to 
undergo major structural transformations, but they differed on what these var- 
ious possible changes should be. Caglar Keyder has shown that the winning 
strategy of the Young ‘Turks altered the political landscape of the empire (and 
the state to follow) once and for all. Had the Liberals won instead, with their 
platform of cconomic and political liberalism and administrative decentraliza- 
tion, the course of Turkish politics would have been quite different. A central- 
ist Committee on Union and Progress not only attracted a nationalist con- 
stituency, but also shaped a resolutely unitary state. 

That Russia remains at a turning point is clearly demonstrated by the 
Chechen war and the elections in 1995-1996. Whether it will become a multi- 
national, democratic country or return to the old Soviet boundaries are issues 
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continually debated by Russian elites. Democracy, communism, market eco- 
nomics, and excessive ethnic rhetoric are all part of this search for a stable and 
reliable identity. 

An interesting question is what makes for variations in imperial rhetoric and 
the presence or absence of aggressive behavior on the part of rump states? Can 
we argue that the faster the empire collapses, the greater the likelihood of mili- 
tancy on the part of the center?” While this explanation fits the Soviet and 
Ottoman cases, it cannot be generalized. To the degree that imperial centers find 
alternative forms of identity and loyalty, they adapt. The Ottoman state molded 
afresh identity trom its Turkish historical capital; the Austrian rump state looked 
over the border to identify with a strong German entity. 

The separation of center and periphery also often involves an uneven distri- 
bution of resources. Traditional empires built a coherent web of internal relations 
over time, that precluded the need for an equitable distribution of resources. Core 
areas developed by extracting the resources of the periphery, much of which had 
been incorporated previously to supply specific agricultural, mineral, or other 
needs. Empires therefore developed unevenly. Some peripheral areas were indus- 
trialized (such as Bohemia under the Habsburgs), others were strong trading out- 
posts (such as Greece under the Ottomans). In the Russian case, the differences 
in relative development during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries forced 
the center to view the German elites of the Baltic states as examples to be emu- 
lated. Today, after the breakup of the Soviet Union, this same type of asymmet- 
ric interdependence is playing itself out in the lopsided relations between the old 
imperial center and the peripheries. New peripheral states remain dependent on 
Russia for basic services, and are often compelled to supply Russia with their pri- 
mary exports as payment. The Minsk Automotive Factory is an example of such 
interdependence since every component part of the heavy-duty trucks manufac- 
tured there came from a region now outside of Russia. After the collapse of the 
empire and the formation of the fifteen independent republics, to procure such 
goods from so many countrics became practically impossible, paralyzing the 
industrial process. Such problems have led and will continue to lead to inter-state 
rivalries, competition, and conflict. 

Despite the diverse sources of conflict, nationalizing states that have grown out 
of the center of empires have demonstrated stronger tendencies towards civic 
torms of politics than the states of the periphery. There is no doubt that an eth- 
nic discourse existed and played a significant role in national politics. But, over- 
all, a strong state-led civic, assimilationist and in some cases liberal, federalist dis- 
course has been promoted. This was certainly true for both Austria and Turkey. 
In Turkey, by the end of the War of Liberation, the strong ctatist elites had 
adopted French-style, state-driven programs of national incorporation and 
assimilation. They were helped in this endeavor by the absence of significant 
minorities in rump Turkey. After the World War and the War of Independence, 
Armenians and Greeks had been eliminated, and the Opposition among the 
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Kurds quickly quashed. A similar state-led civic assimilationist project was car- 
ried out by the Flungarians who, unlike the Turks had to confront a much more 
heterogeneous population, While Hungary atter Trianon might have become 90 
percent Magyar, it was not so during the early years of nation-building. The 
Hungarian clites were at the helin of a solid state, a legacy of centuries of the 
special status the Flungarian aristocracy enjoyed even before the Dual Monar- 
chy; they entorced Magyarization as a policy of assimilation into the Hungar- 
ian state. While Magyarization, like Turkification, might have worked in areas 
where it happened in conjunction with economic development, it also involved 
some serious conflicts. 

Overall, the nationalizing states that emerged out of the center of these tradi- 
tional empires were well organized and endowed with working institutions and 
clites, even though they were now constrained geographically. Despite the avail- 
ability of ethnic nationalist repertoires, they were more likely to adopt an assim- 
ilationist, inclusive vision of nationhood. 


The Formation of National States 
in the Imperial Periphery 


In the periphery, the new nations initially claimed liberation and higher moral 
grounding than the core. Given that they were left with minorities within their 
territory, they replicated the imperial relationship of domination between a 
core ethnic group and minoritics. Yet, they confidently declared themselves to 
be national states in pursuit of democracy and self-determination. The rhetoric 
of these new national states remained strongly nationalizing, lingering on from 
their anti-imperial struggle and trom the economic difficulties that confronted 
them, As Brubaker describes them, “nationalism becomes an ‘aspect’ of poli- 
tics—embracing both formal policies and intormal practices, and existing both 
within and outside the state—rather than a discrete movement.”” Further- 
more, ethnicity also becomes an aspect of politics, used to consolidate the still 
fragile nation-state. 

The rhetoric of liberation from empire served the purpose of uniting the 
nation, and bringing states and their populations together around the goal of 
nation-building. Opposition to empire provided the ideological fuel for the otf 
shoots from the Habsburg and the Ottoman empires. The rhetoric included a 
glorious past in history (most often as defenders of the faith), a shared ethnic 
and linguistic heritage, and other markers of distinct peoplehood. Nationhood 
was perceived and articulated in ethnic terms and policies were the result of 
ethnic consolidation. 

The view that ethnic forms of nation-building dominated the peripheries 
has to be modified in two ways. First, peripheral states also demonstrate ev! - 
dence of both ethnic and civic understandings of nationhood. Embodied by 
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different sets of elites, and different political positions and platforms, they eas- 
ily coexisted. In Greece, for example, there was serious contention between civic 
and ethnic leaders. The civic component of Greek politics was represented by 
the old guard of Greek Independence, the merchants and statesmen. The eth- 
hic component, represented by the low-level clergy and common folk empha- 
sized community, and distinctiveness from the Turkish invader. These different 
factions engaged in battles for the definition of Greek nationhood, which 
helped engender the Greek irredentist political principle of Mega/i Idea, the 
dream of Greater Greece. 

Second, there was no uniformity of nationhood and nationalizing policies in 
these new states; variations existed in both conceptions of national self and in 
the nationalizing policies in the periphery of these two empires. Some of these 
states clearly tended toward more inclusive definitions of the nation and the 
polity; others remained firmly grounded in their cultural, linguistic and religious 
markers. Czechoslovakia was among the most civically-oriented states; Roma- 
nia, among the most ethnic. Bulgaria stecred an essentially civic course, Greece 
vacillated Between the two. The easiest way to discern the differences between 
these countries in terms of their conceptions and policies is to look at citizen- 
ship laws. All of the successor states of the [labsburg and Ottoman empires 
adopted citizenship legislation, ranging from the most inclusive to the most 
exclusive. These countries also differed in the degree of ethnic unmixing that 
they carried out. But more subtle differences can also be detected in the lan- 
guage policies of these states, their economic development programs, their land 
reform programs, and other ways politics shapes nationhood." These differences 
are even clearer in the post-Sovict context, where the states of the ex-Sovict 
periphery have adopted widely divergent definitions of nationhood and have 
proceeded on different courses of development. Latvia and Estonia are extreme 
cases of ethnic definition of a citizenry; Ukraine, Lithuania, and Kazakhstan are 
molded on civic models.” 

The old “ethnic cast” and “civic west” dichotomy does not hold; both political 
cultures had civic and ethnic components. Overall, western European cases tend 
toward civic outcomes; post-impcerial states have shifted between the two, with 
many finally adopting ethnic definitions of nationhood. How do we explain the 
more unstable political culture of the post-imperial cases? 

In the past, one answer was based on the ethnic politics of empires. The argu- 
ment went that since empires governed by manipulating religious or ethnic dit- 
ferences between communitics, the post-imperial states applied a similar mode of 
politics to their new nation. But not all cases of nationhood out of empire have 
been ethnically based. In addition, the politicians of the post-imperial cra were 
very much aware of democratic and civic options in politics, and some even pur- 
sued them despite trying circumstances. For example, among the Hungarian 
leaders, Lajos Kossuth (1802-1894) was not only aware of the European dis- 
course, but cager to apply it to Hungary, which had clearly espoused a French 
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model of nation-state building with strong state control. Other politicians 
embraced such polities only superficially, when it was necessary to pander to 
western Europe. It is therefore unreasonable to think that the ethnic option was 
the only one. 

Elites and institutional development provide another answer, albeit partial. 
These variables seem to work in the past cases, they are less usctul to explain 
post-Sovict nation-building. In the post-imperial era, some states gained sover- 
cignty as a result of strong clite-led independence movements; some others had 
relatively weak clites and no independence movement to speak of. Where strong 
elites and well-developed political institutions coincided, nation-building pro- 
ceeded in the French style under the acgis of a strong unitary state, Weaker 
clites acquired independence as the result of imperial breakup, but lacked the 
capacity to carry out the demands of nation-state building. New countries with 
the weaker type of political elites, more often than not encourage ethnic mobi- 
lization as a method of nation-state building. In the absence of a strong state 
apparatus and an adequate institutional legacy, elites have very little to rely on 
to mobilize a sense of nationhood other than ethnic difterences and perceived 
injustices. Gellner has also argued that nationalism of this sort emerges in cases 
of complete institutional vacuum.” Politics in institutional terms cannot func- 
tion; theretore ethnic politics become a tool tor mobilization. Vhis then occurs 
when the structural legacy of empire is minimal, but since the institutional 
legacy of the Sovict empire is far from minimal, it is difficult to understand the 
ethnic politics of many successor states. Cases of ethnic mobilization in Estonia 
and Latvia, where the political and institutional legacy is strong, are trouble- 
some. 

The exigencies of economic development also lead nationalizing clites in the 
direction of ethnic politics. When clites are expected to bring about socio-eco- 
nomic change rapidly they often resort to ethnic forms of mobilization as diver- 
sion.” The need to demonstrate rapid economic progress is a pressure shared by 
all clites with or without strong institutional frameworks. Economic downturns 
can consequently have a significant impact on the route politics will take, and can 
favor appeals to ethnicity.’ 


Institutions, Elites, and Associations 


Discussions of levels of institution-building or economic development attained 
do not provide us with a sufficient explanatory tramework of post-imperial 
nation-building, because we can find cases with strong institutions that demon- 
strate civic tendencies and cases with similarly strong institutions that demon- 
strate cthnic policies. The level of economic development shows similar varia- 
tion, We need to formulate a better integrated and more concrete framework for 
analysis of nationhood. 
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At this task, we start with Brubaker’s conceptualization of the nation as “insti- 
tutionalized form, practical category, contingent event.” Nationhood develops 
over time, but also crystallizes suddenly when certain forms and definitions 
become more important than others, only to undergo subsequent changes fur- 
ther, As it emerges from within the discourse of state and society nationhood is 
fluid, but it can become quite fixed and unyielding when it becomes codified in 
laws and policies. Three different legacies of empire have to be analyzed to 
understand the crystallization of nationhood: institutional, elite, and associa~ 
tional. The institutional legacy of the empire sets the stage for the formation of 
national states. Mostly, strong state institutions are more complementary with 
civic politics. 

Local, regional participatory associations and civil associations in socicty 
encourage participation from their members and promote the development of 
civic nationhood. As Margaret Somers has argued, “Quasi-democratic citizen- 
ship rights can emerge only in certain institution-specific relational settings and 
only in the context of particular social practices, namely practices that support 
popular public spheres.”” Robert Putnam has recently argued for the “vibrancy 
of associational life” when describing the civic politics of northern Italy.” 

In many parts of the Habsburg empire, incipient forms of associations, and 
various networks of commercial interests and.other forms existed. Similarly, in 
most of the port cities of the Ottoman empire economic and social associations 
functioned as if they were part of a broader civil society.” While these associa- 
tions are now being studied, their impact on different forms of nationhood has 
not been assessed. Not only the strength of state institutions, but also the 
strength of associational life help determine the likelihood that civic politics will 
take hold. 

Most explanations of nationhood we have considered have clite action in 
common. The arguments run: if there are institutions, elites will implement 
more civic policies, and if economic development is lagging elites will imple- 
ment ethnic strategies. One way to get away from these more case-based argu- 
ments is to focus directly on elites. Empires leave behind institutions and clites 
struggling to make them work. Elites are the main agents to take advantage of 
available institutions. They shape and reshape the political spectrum of the new 
nation through their actions. Yet, they have been trained, socialized and politi- 
cized in the context of empire and have become elites through functioning with- 
in the empire. They therefore bring different institutional and cultural frame- 
works of action to the new states. When we think of them as strong or weak 
elites, we do so in institutional terms: clites are strong if they are at the helm of 
a more or less well-fashioned state apparatus; they are weak elites when they 
have little institutional backing. 

Strong elites hold influential positions in their community and share high lev- 
els of political, cultural and economic capital. When strong institutions and elites 
and developed local and regional associations are the legacy of empire, the like- 
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lihood of civic nationhood is high. The Czech elites that emerged out of the 
Habsburg empire combined political, cultural and economic capital, Bohemia, 
tor example, the industrial center of the Habsburg empire, had well-developed 
industrial production and a burgeoning middle class. Significantly tied to 
embourgeoisement, the Czechs also had a strong cultural renaissance whose 
intellectuals were at the forefront of defining and redefining Czech culture and 
language. Many middle-class Czechs also assumed local political positions, 
which were the training ground for future governance. In many ways, then, the 
Czechs elites were best endowed with all three forins of capital. The development 
of elites with different forms of capital also helped incipient associational lite, 
drawing the public into a cultural, economic, and social network of associations. 
‘These three factors combined to make it possible for the Czech national state to 
flourish along civic lines. Again, this does not mean that Czech political dis- 
course entirely eliminated ethnic politics; the treatment of German minorities in 
the 1920s and the ethnic conflicts with Slovaks show that even the most demo- 
cratic and civic among the new national states, could be wanting in its policies. 

Romania, where etlinic polities and virulent nationalism culminated in the rise 
of fascism, had very different origins than Bohemia. It also had a different com- 
bination of institutions, elites and associations. Although privileged under most 
of Ottoman rule (as semi-independent, tribute- paying principalities of Moldavia 
and Wallachia), Romania by the cighteenth century had fallen under the rule of 
Greek Phanariots, developing no real nationalist movement and strong clite. It 
was the later Russian occupation that modernized Romania; by the end of the 
nineteenth century they had acquired a constitution, and in 1878 with the Con- 
gress of Berlin they became a nation-state. Romanian clites only gradually, fol- 
lowing the Russian occupation, started to develop a sense of nationhood, build- 
ing the necessary institutions for the dittusion of Romanian nationalism, Unlike 
the Czechs, Romanians lacked indigenous clites, a strong state and the associa- 
tional life that comes from the development of commerce and towns. 

While this combination of variables provides for different paths of internal 
national development, international competition and conflict can play havoc with 
national policies. When ethnic groups perceive territories to have been assiyned 
unjustly, boundaries decided by administrative fiat, or manipulated by foreign 
powers, and when groups perceive that they have not been awarded what they 
lawfully should possess and enjoy, cthnic struggles will emerge. Nation-building 
then has to be embedded into an international context. Many of the conflicts in 
Eastern Europe between the wars were in part the result of the treaties of Piris. 
When the victorious Allies drew the modern borders of the region, they sought 
to apply principles of “selfdetermination,” but partly out of self-interest and 
partly because of the complex intermix of ethnicities, these borders exacerbated 
old and produced new tensions. 

The Allies strongly endorsed the principles of “self-determination,” yet also 
often violated them. They made plans and secret deals among themselves, and 
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extended promises to potential allies that played havoc with such principles. They 
played favorites, letting the Czechs get away with territories they should not have 
acquired, while forcing millions of Hungarians to live under foreign ule, ‘They also 
interfered in the internal politics of the new states, and established minority pro- 
tection deals with their elites. If during the tenure of empires ethnicity was used for 
political ends, the European states certainly continued the practice. 

Most of the borders drawn by European powers in the Middle East also caused 
contlict and war in the following decades. The Arab-Israeli, the Iran-Traq and the 
recent Iraq-Kuwait struggles can all be traced back to the post-Ottoman settle- 
ments. In Eastern Europe, Versailles, St. Germain, Neuilly, and Trianon all creat- 
ed minority problems and fueled serious irredentism in the area, mainly by detach- 
ing populations from their homelands, such as was the case for the multitude of 
Hungarians who found themselves living in Romania and Czechoslovakia (now in 
Slovakia), or the Germans in Poland. Therefore, in order to understand much of 
the immediate post-imperial conflict we also need to look at the various peace set- 
tlements imposed upon the disintegrated empires. 

Here | have tried to provide a framework for studying nation-building in post- 
imperial situations. 1 set the stage for such an analysis first with an overview of 
imperial legacies. JJaving then identified at Jeast two definitions of nationhood, 
civic and ethnic, ] argued for the existence of a much more mixed repertoire of 
post-imperial cases. In contrast to traditional understandings, | have found both 
civic and ethnic definitions of the nation to be available to. state and nation- 
builders. I have also presented a causal and contingent framework for understand- 
ing the development of post-imperial nation-building. A trio of causal tightly 
interrelated variables—institutions, elites and associations—determine the road 
down which nations travel, with international contingencies providing roadblocks 
along the road. 
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THE OTTOMAN Empire 


SERIF MARDIN 


The transition of Turkey from empire to nation between 1918 and 1922 can, im 
its most visible form, be summarized as loss of territory: the Balkans had been 
lost during the earlier Balkan wars (1912-1913), and were now irrecuperable; the 
Levantine provinces were bent on establishing their own national identity; and 
finally, the Ottoman Tijaz, the locus of the most sacred Islamic places, emerged 
as the center of an Arab uprising engineered by no other than the Turcophobe 
infidel, “Lavrens.” Anti-Ottoman Arab “treason” was to be the source of a long- 
lasting Turkish Dofchstossdegende, which explains some of the cautiousness of the 
toreign policy of the later Turkish Republic. That Ottoman loss of territory had 
a deeper, structural dimension can be gathered trom the reminiscences of a‘Turk- 
ish journalist who had witnessed the last stages of the empire’s military debacle 
from the Mount of Olives. 


In olden times when we spoke of the nation (i/-t) we would understand the Turk- 
ish population of Rumelia. The boundaries of the wee would perhaps go as far as 
the city of Bursa or Eskischir. Anatolia {i.e. Asia Minor] did not give us a feeling 
of “wholeness.” The regional dialects were so different from one another as to make 
it difficult for people to understand each other, The people of Trabzon, Konya and 
Bitlis would not be in tune as was the case for the population of Turks from Saloni- 
ka, Skopje or Maonastir. Anatolia would be remembered only when people had to 
be exiled from Istanbul or when another ten thousand men would be sent to their 
death in Albania or Yemen. Since the Arabs had now taken sides [with others], for 
Turks, Anatolia was the last fatherland.’ 


But even below this laver of shock mixed with nostalgia existed other unresolved 
Ottoman problems that also needed attention. One of these was the project 
of “Ottomanism” which by the end of the World War had to be definitively 
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buried’ This was an undertaking that had run parallel to the nineteenth century 
Ottoman reform movement, known as the Tanzimat (1839-1876).' Contradic- 
tory though the conservative and liberal versions of reform had been, they shared 
the hope of a consociation of the various religious and ethnic groups found in the 
empire to be achieved under an umbrella where members of these groups would 

* gather as Ottoman citizens. The hope of such a synthesis had now vanished tor 
good. A much more subterranean, but potent, mythomoreur, that of the Ottoman 
state as the torchbearer of Islam, had also been crushed by the visible impotence 
and defeat of Turkey.’ But not quite, for the person who was in the process of res- 
urrecting Turkey, Mustafa Kemal Pasha, was himself known as a Gazi, ie. a 
fighter ad dei g/oriam. Mustafa Kemal (later Atatiirk) had taken pains during his 
struggle against the Allies’ partition of Anatolia which followed the deteat of the 
empire to appear as the champion of Ottoman-Islamic “patriotism.” His role as 
a fighter for the faith had been recognized by Anatolian notables and, in most 
unequivocal terms, by Indian Muslims in the way in which they dug deeply into 
their pockets to support him. 

This Islamic-patriotic stance, which Mustafa Kemal underlined during his 
leadership of the Turkish national resistance movement of 1919-1922, has often 
been seen as the conscious exploitation of the ambiguity of the term “millet.” 
Originally the word had been used to characterize Ottoman religious groups, but 
‘beginning in the nineteenth century it was increasingly used to translate the 
Trench nation. It was then used against the Ottomans to promote the rights of 
inationality of the empire’s constituent parts, but, in a further development, was 
taken over by more radical Ottoman thinkers of the late nineteenth century to 
promote the notion of a Turkish nation.’ To gather and energize a population 
materially and morally depleted by the Turkish invelvement in the “Great War,” 
Mustafa Kemal was appealing to the Muslim identity of some and to the Turk- 
ish patriotism of others by defining his goal as the salvation of the millet. Kemal’s 
stand, which should have involved the promotion of an Islamic or pan-Islamic 
ideology, was belied by his subsequent involvement in building up a Turkish 
nationalism which in its extreme form (1932) smacked of racism, and in that 
respect, was alien to ‘Turks of both Muslim and nationalist-Turkic inclinations, 
Barring the kernel of truth in this accusation, Mustafa Kemal’s genuine patrio- 
tism and, in particular, the origin of his conviction, expostulated throughout his 
life, of the superior qualities of the Turks, still have to be explained. These were 
qualities, which in his view, would allow Turks to lift themselves by their boot- 
straps and go on to establish themselves as leaders of civilizations. _ 

Mustafa Kemal’s certitude was expressed as the viability of a project of recu- 
perating the qualities found in the folk, an idea that no doubt had its roots in the 
theories of the Turkish sociologist Ziva Gékalp (1860-1923), but originally 
trickled down from }Terderian romanticism. One of the most striking expression 
of such pride, however, antedates even Ziya Gokalp. It can be found in the works 
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of the nineteenth century Ottoman patriot and bard of liberty Namik Kemal 
(1840-1888), who was clearly inspired in his faith by his belief in Ottoman 
(which turn out to be Turkish) achievements as state-builders.’ But the story is 
more complicated than this straight-lined filiation would suggest. During the 
short period between the Young Turk revolution of 1908 and 1918, Ottoman 
intellectuals had experienced a number of transformations of Ottoman patrio-: 
tism, with roots that went far back. ‘This patriotism was a sentiment among’ 
‘Turkish-speaking Ottoman Muslims that was anchored in the much earlier, tra-; 
ditional fidelity to the Ottoman state (dew/et). Deviet was a primary focus of, 
legitimacy. Mustafa Kemal shared in the transformations of this ur- patriotism| 

nah the medium of a series of changes which took place at the time of the 

Balkan wars (1912-13). While we have little information as to what impact this} 
process had on him, we can follow it in an autobiography of his contemporary, 

Sevket Stireyya Aydemir. Here, the transition from Ottoman state patriot to 


pan-Turkic idealist and to disillusionment with this very ideal is described in 
detail. Mustata Kemal did not take the further step of Aydemis, which was 
Marxism, but a whole generation of Turks went through the first three stages of 
¢Aydemir's ideological journey, an ideology which for Aydemir began in the 
:structuring aspects of evervday life in a frontier town but was further nurtured 
‘in Ottoman military schools. In the first stage of the boy’s world view it was the 
hnight of Ottomans as empire builders that was underscored. 


(When I first registered in military [secondary] school [I] casily slid into its ranks 
without any fechng of estrangement. Soon thereafter I too began to see myself as 
somcone who would become part of a great army, who would rush trom border to 
border, who would defend the existence of a great empire with his sword. . 

On the maps which hung on the walls of this school the lands of this wide empire 
were shown in sugary pink. These lands seemed to me as wide as the world itself, ... 
but I sll found them too narrow. 

In Africa they extended to Tripoli-Bengaze and the Sahara desert in the middle of 
Africa, then to Egypt and the Sudan up to the borders of Ethiopia. Even the Beyli- 
cate of Tunisia was bordered in a pink line which meant, in fact, a protectorate. And 

then the lands all the wav to the Indian Ocean, Yemen, and Arabia were ours. Iraq, 

Syria to the Sinai, and finally Anatolia up to the borders of Russia and Iran were ours. 
Crete, Cyprus, the Aegean all of Thrace, all of the provinces of Rumeli [i.c. the Bal- 
kans] were ours. So even Bulgaria with its status of a protectorate could be counted 
as ours. Bevond Macedonia and Albania, Bosnia Elerzegovina, itself pink, would 
extend the boundaries of the empire to the Sava and Dalmatia. 

During recess, we the children would gather in front of the maps, we would look 
at the frontiers of our state. We would sav for the land framed by these boundaries, 
“Our Land,” and we would repeat joyfully, “Our land, our state.” While pronouncing 
these words we would feel that something in us would sing, swell up, and that these 
feelings made me grow in stature, gave me a feeling of pride. aK 
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I now knew that the fatherland was everywhere the boundaries of the state 
would reach. Wherever our boundaries stretched was our fatherland, and these 
boundaries were the places our army could reach.* 


Following the Balkan defeats these dreams of Aydemir tumbled. 


However, in the midst of all this confusion a new understanding emerged in the 
minds of some people. This was a new conception of a fatherland and a nation. In 
this new understanding the fatherland was no longer the place where the army was 
in control, We began to think that the real, the profoundest truth was the people 
not the fatherland. ... Betore [these events] we had also been Turks, but it was 
thought that the word Turk, reminiscent as it was of the hegemony of one people 
over others, in an empire which brought together many people, would be wound- 
ing. And yet the other races living in the empire would all speak of themselves 
with the name of the nation to which they belonged. In the military school... 
privileged scions of families from Yemen and Kurdistan, the vouth who came from 
Cherkess villages because they had relatives in the palace, would all sing the 
praises of their nation and would look down upon us. But we Turks would never 
bring our racial connections to the fore. We would deny that link, and whenever 
the name of our nation had to be mentioned we would simply calls ourselves 


i oy 
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The Committee of Union and Progress, the original Young Turk organiza- 
tion which took the step of becoming a political party in 1913, had to shoul- 
der the consequences of these ideological developments, promote a new iden- 
tity of Turkishness, tout court, and, at the same time, maintain a pretense of a 
united Ottoman empire until the end of World War I. The missions that Young 
Turk leaders sent to Central Asia atter their flight and exile (1918) to establish 

_links with Muslim leaders in the interregnum following the Russian Revolu- 
tion" were among the signs of this new search for a foundation of Turkishness. 
The forays of Turkish generals in the Caucasus were another aspect of this not 
very well thought-out policy." The need to discover the nation had led Sevket 
Siireyva to an extension of Turkishness, i.e. pan-Turkism, Mustafa Kemal 
stopped at Turkish nationalism. 

| Turkish nationalism was not a strictly local product. It was “imagined” in the 
sense of being a view of Turkic-Central Asian history that came from the West. 
Ata second reading its origins may also be traced to ideas of imperial Russian 
Muslims in their attempt at self-government (1904-1920), but it was not 
“imagined” in the simplistic sense that comes out of B. Anderson's studies. It 
was constitutive of socicty in the sense of stemming from a felt need to reach a 
wider Turkish audience, a process begun in the nineteenth century. In this) 
process “Print Capitalism” does not have the centrality Anderson attributes to’ 
it; language as such was much more at the center of the stage and was to become , 
the focus of the reworking of an identity during the 1930s. 
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The “Ottoman” language, the language used by the Ottoman literati, was a 
mixture of Arab, Persian, and ‘Turkic. Ottoman sophisticates considered this 
elite elaboration, which had become more convoluted with time, to be a success 
that had enabled them to build an instrument with a conceptual sophistication 
above the “rough” Turkish of the poorer classes and Turkmen tribes. In the 
1860s the Ottoman liberal-constitutionalist group decided that to appeal to the 
Turkish-speaking population—a choice in itself instructive—they would have to 
abandon this linguistic sophistication and engineer a middle of the road lan- 
guage understandable to the wider audience that had grown up as a result of the 
increase in literacy and the new readership of newspapers. Debates concerning 
the simplification of the alphabet also appeared at this time.” In retrospect} 
these stirrings appear as the carliest propellants of modern Turkish nationalism. | 
The consciously promoted support of the vernacular was very early transformed 
into what may be described as the * “project” of national literature, the aim of cre- 
ating a a fund of Turkish writing that would unite readers rather than simply pro- 

pagandize ethnic roots. The trend was invigorated and energized as an intellec- 
tual current around the 1890s when a fierce debate in the press opposed those 
who believed the Turkish language to be the foundation of “Ottoman” identity 
to a group promoting Arab culture as foundational.” To retrieve ethnic Turkish) 
origins was another tack encouraged by Turkish /ittcrafeurs both in the 1890s 
dad after 1908. Ottoman Muslim conservatives proposed Islam as another alter- 
native which took the shape of an Islamic renaissance between 1910 and 1918." 
All of Mustafa Kemal’s speeches indicate that he, as well as the tounding tathers 


of the republic, believed that Ottomanism, Islamism, and pan-Turkism had 
failed as ideological frames for the promotion of new principles of citizenship. . 
Turkish nationalism was his own answer, but the prior development of this idea 
in the nineteenth century is essential to understanding the layers it subsumed, 
In the 1930s, Turkish nationalism assumed an increasing starkness with the 
notion of Turkish race and theories about the Central Asian Turks as the toun- 
tainhead of all civilization."’ Vhis was one of the major weaknesses of Kemalist 
nationalism. An earlier, milder synthesis, promoted by the sociologist Ziya- 
Gékalp,"" was couched as an attempt to recuperate the soul of the folk; it survived 
to become one of the constituents of ‘Turkish nationalism today. Its most recent 
avatar is the so-called ‘Turkish-[slamic synthesis which distances itself trom the 
Jacobin secularism of Kemal’s republic and has become a force in current Turkish 
Politics.” In the end, the creation of national identity was the item of Kemalism 
iwhich was grafted on the rump of the empire with the greatest success. Its present 
‘further elaboration as anti-Kurdish chauvinism is, however, another story. 


Republicanism 


One of the consequences of the demise of the empire was the founding of the 
Turkish Republic in 1923. From monarchic empire to republic was no mean 
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change and one which radically transformed Ottoman political structure. ]t 
therefore constitutes a primary focus for our attention in questions regarding 
“consequences.” 

Research on the nineteenth century Ottoman empire has demonstrated that 
during the ‘Tanzimat political power was held by high officials of the Porte, 
causing much frustration in the palace, Between 1877 and 1908, Sultan Abdul- 
hamid took power into his own hands, but once more research has shown that 
he was habitually the supreme bureaucrat and only randomly the oriental 
despot." In any case, the constitution of 1876 which he had put to rest contin- 
ued to appear at the head of state almanacs during his reign. Reestablished in 
1908, following the Young Turk revolution, the Ottoman constitution was fur- 
ther amended in 1909 to increase the powers of the legislative branch. 

At the end of World War I the defeated Ottomans were soon split into two 
contending parties: the sultan’s government in [stanbul versus the movement of 
resistance to the Allies’ intention of dividing up the empire, located tn Ankara. 
The Allies’ promotion of the invasion of Anatolia by Greek forces in 1919 had 
uncovered their wider policy: the forces of resistance had a clear Anatolian-Turk- 
ish (and at the beginning of the process partly Kurdish) focus; the leaders of the 
Arab populations having opted out of the empire were not part of the movement. 
Anatolia, the setting in which the resistance movement crystallized, provided a 
unified platform for a group that deep down exhibited the already cxisting split 
of Young Turk politics between secularists and moderate-to-radical Islamists. 
This was also partly a dividing line between a Western-oriented bureaucratic elite 
and provincial notables. Their difference had already appeared in a heated 
sociopolitical debate between 1908 and 1918. The fulcrum of this discussion was 
not so much the desirability of democracy per se, since even Muslim conserva- 
tive intellectuals of the period had supported the principle of the sultan’s respon- 
sibility towards his subjects.” The contentious point was the foundation of such 
a democracy, 1.¢., would it rest on the law of God or on the will of the people? 

At the time the proposal was that the laws passed in parliament be made to 
conform to Islamic fq; a second concern of Muslim conservatives was about the 
paramount position of the sultan as the Caliph of all Muslims. The Young Turks, 
establishing their own diksat after 1913, had left this issue unsettled, although 
they had shown their own inclination before and during the World War by sec- 
warizing some of the laws of the realm. On April 23, 1920, the resistance move- 
ment had gathered a National Assembly in the provincial capital of Ankara. On 
January 20, 1921, the assembly promulgated a constitution for the new Turkey, 
the first article of which stated, “Sovereignty resides in the people and this with- 
out limitation.” So the issue of the source of legitimacy was—in theory—settled 
tor good. 

On November 1, 1922, the assembly voted to separate the caliphate from the 
sultanate; on October 29, 1923, the republic was proclaimed; on March 3, 1924, 
the caliphate itself was abolished. The final settlement of the dichotomy between 
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secularists and Islamists through a number of secularizing reforms of the new 
regime between 1923 and the early 1930s is, in itself, fascinating and the ends 
achieved truly momentous; the details of this change are widely available in texts 
on Turkish history.” But a point that is less in evidence in these texts and that 
has to be underlined is that this basic shift was made possible by the greater orga- 
nizational and ideological cohesion of a minority in the National Assembly, a 
minority which, in the following decade, went on to establish one-party rule in 
Turkey. The basic propellant of this transformation merits some attention. 

What we sec is that the Kemalist founding fathers were clearly the intellec- 
tual heirs of their Young Turk predecessors. The latter had been exposed, during 
their years of opposition to Sultan Abdulhamid UT in Europe (1895-1908), to a 
diffuse fori of disillusionment with parliamentary government and political par- 
tics prevalent at the end of the nineteenth century in Europe. These were the cur- 
rents expressed in the works of Ostrogorski and Michels as well as in Lenin's 
“democratic centralism.” The key issue in the activist version of these theories 
was no longer how to legitimate government through popular participation, but 
how to get the masses to move in order to change the world, an emphasis that is 
fundamental to the ideology of the Turkish Republic and eventually made up an 
underlying premise of the ideology labeled “Kemialism.” 

Sorel was typical of the more philosophically inclined of these European the- 
oreticians in his denunciation of the theory of natural rights, his view of myths 
as historical forces, and his cult of energy. The trickle of these speculations that 
reached the Young Turks was an activism that included in its extreme form what 
newspapers in Paris around 1905 labeled /a politique par fe fait, i.e., arguments 
supported by violence. Such general activist views had worked well to energize 
the Young Turk officers in Macedonia around 1902-1908: they adopted the tac- 
tics of their Bulgarian terrorist enemics, bringing to life a view of political action 
promoted by the Macedonian revolutionary organization, the “Black Hand,” a 
tactic known in Turkey as homitecilih, i.e., “committee action.” Kemalism had 
therefore an ambivalent stand with regard to the role of a political vanguard in 
the sense in which it had to be both activist (ruthless) and democratic’! 

While the Europe that Mustafa Kemal’s generation knew was pre-Fascist, it 
received these ideas together with carlicr Western pacans to constitutionalism, 
liberty, and representation. The specific experience of the Ottoman parliament 
after 1908, with its ethnic/idcological gridlock, contirmed among Kematlists a 
suspicion that a multi-party system was unworkable. What remained of all these 
influences and experiences by the end of World War I was a plan to mobilize the 
masses for an ultimate project of democracy which they would earn through 
apprenticeship in formally democratic bur in fact authoritarian institutions, an 
apprenticeship of indetinite duration. In practice, this somewhat vague ideal pro- 
moted a continued ambivalence between democracy, the promotion of individual 
tights, and a system navigating at the command of a vanguard party and its lead- 
ers. The revival of the MiArerprinzip in the Europe of the 1930s reinforced this 
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tendency. The Second World War once more froze whatever democratic ideals 
the republic had embodied at its foundation. The single party tightened, but this 
was the beginning of the end for the single party. 
© The Tanzimat had already taken what could be of use in the old system into 
jthis venue through its extensive bureaucratization of the state. It lacked the 
|mobilizational element, but that was added by the republic. This mobilizational 
‘Project set around nationalism was not completely successful. In the long run it 
vould be hampered by the unanticipated outcome of the republican project of 
modernity itself which was of wider scope than nationalism. That wider project 
generated demands tor resources to build up both personal and social identity, 
demands that were brought to center stage by the very success of some of the 
policies of modernization that had been promoted between 1923 and 1950. On 
the other hand, the extraordinarily powertul means at the disposal of Islamic dis- 
course for satisfying both these demands and the consequences of the politiciza- 
tion and globalization of the world on daily lite, in the long run, reinforced, 
rather than weakened, Islam. The point to be emphasized (in contradiction to the 
somewhat superficial venue of Turkish Marxists) is that modern Turkish history 
suggests that religion is constiturive of society and thus not merely a superstitious, 
manipulative drug. The one-party system of Kemalism lost the battle for the 
souls of its citizens by overextending the boundaries of its own rhetoric without 
providing a deeper rationale. 

From the 1930s on, the single-party state was in control, even though the 
state seems to have overtaken the single party in the long run. But what was 
most important in this development was not that the state-run party was a pow- 
erful instrument of control, but that it had to operate on the basis of a new lan- 
guage of sociopolitical relations in which “republic,” “national sovereignty,” 
“law,” and “the nation” were clements of a set that made up the sociopolitical 
formula that was being copied from the West. Each one of these elements had 
to be given a meaning for a population which bad used_a difterent set of inte- 
grating concepts in its daily life and was now_drawn intg the_new lite of the 
republic. Not only were the meanings new, but their valences were being ra- 
pidly transformed in the age of dictatorships. All of this was confusing and 
extremely difficult for Icaders as well as followers to keep under control within 
the frame of the new political formula. 


Education 


‘or Kemalism, science was “the surest guide in life.” By “science” was meant 
Western “positive” science and its methods. That education could shape a coun- 
try anew was also part of an earlier Ottoman understanding that collectivities 


administrative restructuring were part of the traditional Ottoman bent for “social 
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engineering.” Sultan Abdulhamid’s use of Islam for mobilizational purposes had 
been the latest versien of this tradition. 

The military schools of the Tanzimat were trom the beginning centers of mod- 
ernization which some observers even saw as centers of “materialism.” Through 
its promotion of normal schools, the educational reforms of the Tanzimat cre- 
ated the type of teacher who belonged to a species far removed from that of the 
“master.” Pedagogy, or the attempt to provide a uniform view of the modern 
world, replaced the older type of master-apprentice relation with its idiosyn- 
cratic “oriental” features of an enchanted world. 

One result of the rise of the republic was an ever-increasing importance given 
to public education, The schoolmaster became an icon of Kemalism and the car- 
ricr of Kemalist ideology. A second generation of ideologue schoolteachers 

femerged in the 1930s who did not have the cosmopolitan experience of the 
republic's first-generation founding fathers, nurtured as they had been in the 
ancien régime, This second generation promoted a less tolerant version of 
Kem: deny that began to Pankhe the better-educated third generation of universi- 
ty graduates in the late 1940s. But even more important was that the ideological 
position that the schoolmasters had to adopt was itself contradictory and desta-, 
bilizing, On the one hand, they had to praise the West; on the other, they had to 
he good nationalists and ane ‘Turk’—a new papUnE @ notion after the 1930s. 


Sear to cee aliket : 


“A second biture 
introduced in the Ottoman empire, went beyond that received on school 


ation, ref ated to the increased ee of information the West 


benches. Printing (1729) had brought with it the newspaper and, in the later 
nineteenth century, the magazine. In both cases the tare offered was a potpourri 
which one could label eneyclopedism: the uses of steam, geology, the animal 
kingdom, the distance to the stars, but also at a less exalted level, the material cul- 
ture of the West and Western fashions in clothes, furniture and style of lite. As 
can be seen from the report of the first Ottoman ambassador to the West (1720), 
Ottomans could be as impressed by the glitter of Versailles and its douceur de 
viure as by its military achievements. Turning a Muslim hadith around in his 
interpretation the ambassador commented: “The world is the prison of the 
believer and the paradise of the infidel.” The imitation of the West continued 
during the Tanzimat, creating, in the Ottoman literature of the third quarter of 
the nineteenth century, a recurring type of the superticially-Westernized toppish 
Ottoman.” The desire for the amenities of everyday life bringing with it a con- 
comitant Western acstheticism continued in the early twentieth century, Turkish 
httérateurs looked upon French symbolism as an inspiration and attempted to feel 
the closeness with classical Greek culture that they found in J. M. de Heredia. In 
the time of Young ‘Turk rule, when ‘Turks were still wearing fezzes, one famous 
educator went around snipping off fez tassels to show how ridiculous he believed: 
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this headgear to be. At the time when family names did not yet exist, the only 
effect this had was to identify him by the nickname of “tassel-snipper.” Mustafa 
Kemal felt the ridiculousness of Ottoman appearance so acutely that he totally 
proscribed the tez. 

Mustafa Kemal’s renunciation of his military position and his change to civil- 
ian clothes underlines an aspect of Republican ideology which is often treated cur- 
sorily but which reveals a profound change of political formula from that of the 
Ottoman state. In his writings, civilian life is further highlighted in a number of 
guises. The first of these is in the condemnation of the Ottoman myrhomereur of 
conquest and empire-building,” conjoined with praise tor the “scientific and 
administrative” achievements of the West.” A constant theme in his writings is 
that of the “civil laws” of Europe as an enviable achievement. The same theme also 
appears in his contrast between the valuation of military valor and the secondary 
role crafts played in the Ottoman empire.” The conditions for “true victory,” 
according to him, were laid down by the victories of the Turkish army in its strug- 
gle against the Greek invaders, but could only come into their own through a vic- 
tory of the teachers.” This clear yearning for a “civilian” society was the consc- 
quence of making the military a counter-foil in the elaboration of his political 
program. This was not an entirely new clement: the civilian ofticialdom of the 
Tanzimat was similarly inclined, but it was new in the sense of being promoted by 
a victorious general. In fact, the growing institutional components of the Turkish 
Republic brought about so many “civil” activities that citizens were gradually let to 
organize their life around them. This process had already advanced remarkably by 
1918. But it was the stark contrast between its demands and the bureaucracy of 
Kemalism that eventually led to the building of an opposition that destroyed the 
one-party state. The linkage here also involved one of the carriers of the new 
“civil” and “civilian” social system, the jurists. 

The strongest push for the rethinking of Kemalisim in the 1960s came from the 
ranks of a new, specialized group of men of law. Kemalist Turkey did not have a 
principle of judicial review. Nevertheless, it developed an institution, first seen 
during the Tanzimat, which underlined the accountability of the state under 
administrative law. Within the one-party state this was obviously the most open 
field for contesting actions of the state. It was an area where semi-constitutional 
and political questions were raised in a tangential manner. While civil and crimi- 
nal law also consisting of translations of Western codes did not need philosophi- 
cal foundations, decisions of the supreme administrative court, the Council of 
State, often had to refer to more abstract principles regarding political philosophy. 
These foundations were discovered in the ideas of what has been called the French 
“institutional” school of law.” It was consequently among the practitioners of 
administrative law that the foundations of Kemalism came to be questioned. The 
resulting ideological destabilization was latent, rather than something written 
about openly; nevertheless, it constituted the theorctical/legal dimension of the 
Opposition to Kemalism in the late 1940s which emerged out of its own ranks. 
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Religion 


Arab Muslims have always looked on Turkish Muslims as latitudinarians; the 
proofs are adduced trom the “Mongol” political and social institutions which 
the Turks brought into the Islamic fold. Although Muslim Turks hated Mon- 
gols for what they remembered as their oppressive rule in Anatolia in the thir- 
teenth century, the Arab accusation has a kernel of truth. Phe Ottomans, while 
they believed theinselves to be torchbearers of Islam, did indeed institutional- 
ize secular state practices which separated the demands of administration from 
those of religion, and they did so much more systematically than earlier Mus- 
lin empires." Doctors of Islamic Law and the very pious balked at some of 
these “heathen” practices. A succession of sultans strove to maintain a balance 
by augmenting and diminishing secularism of this type as circumstances 
changed. 

In retrospect one sees that the contribution of Ottoman [lanafi Islam was 
stronger in terms of religio-administrative innovations than in terms of theo- 
logical speculation. Paradoxically, this secularist stance allowed the men of reli- 
gion to invoke religious principles when they considered that the state went too 
far in its takeover of matters which should have been regulated by “civil” Mus- 
lim law. Because of its potential weight against central authority this venue into 
contestation has had a revival whenever contestation has become an issue of 
politics; it achieved a new relevance when democracy became an operative 
ideal. 

In a number of papers T have proposed that it was the clement of secularism 
in Ottoman political culture that facilitated growth of an increasingly powertul 
bureaucracy beginning with the end of the eighteenth century." These were the 
men who led the reform movement of the Tanzimat and its secularization of 
education, of the judicial, and of professions such as medicine. Yet already by the 
1860s the foes of these bureaucrats, the Young Ottoman constitutionalists, 
sought allies among Islamic clerics who found themselves pushed to the outer 
boundaries of the system of the Tanzimat. At a more sophisticated level of 
opposition, the famous statesman Cevdet Pasa, a “defrocked” doctor of Islamic 
law, protested when an attempt was made to install the Code Napoleon as the 
Ottoman civil uv (1868), stating that the cultural essence of Ottomanism, 
Islam, was being taken out of central areas of society.” 

Later, the Young Turks in opposition (1889-1908) to Sultan Abdulhamid 
were primarily positivists. They saw religion in the Comtean perspective of an 
important element of social cohesion, the influence of which was nevertheless 
bound to disappear with time.’ Unexpectedly, the revolution they carried out 
in 1908 liberated a flood of Muslim speculation in print. Islam, in this press, 
bending to its requisites, became more populistic, disregarding the fine ditter- 
ences that doctors of Islamic law could appreciate, and took on an ideological 
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cast. But it also brought to the fore a set of highly educated Muslin intellec- 
tuals who initiated a debate over the place of Islam in Ottoman society," They’ 
recognized the stagnation of Islam brought about by the displacing of religious 
discourse during the Tanzimat and underlined the interpenctration of the eco- 

nomic backwardness and poverty of Turkey with this stagnation, even though 
they believed Islam to be the core of Ottoman civilization. These socioreligious 
considerations were expressed with particular poignancy by the poct Mchmed 
Akif, who later wrote the national anthem of the republic, and whose religious 
conservatism eventually drove him into voluntary exile.” 

The Young Turks tried their best to use this tendency, as they did pan-Turk- 
ism. Their sociologist of mark, Ziya Gékalp, took a more scrious view of the 
problem. He nourished a strong conviction about the reasons for the stagnation 
of Islam which had been able to promote a brilliant initial thrust: according to 
him such rigidity was due to the fact that Islam had not allowed the local cul- 
tures on which it fastened to develop their specific character. This was, accord- 
ing to him, what had happened with the Ottoman Turks. There existed a means 
of turning the trend around by recasting Islam so that it would be integrated 
with the local culture of the modern Turks. Mustata Kemal took exception to 
Gokalp's stance in the sense of letting such an Islamic-Turkic synthesis take 
place at the level of the religious faith of individuals rather than promoting an 
ideological project of Islamic reform on the Gékalp model. Years later, in the 
1940s, Gékalp’s proposal found its echo in Turkey in the form of the so-called 
‘Turk-Islamic synthesis.” 

_ A major error Mustafa Kemal scems to have committed in this respect is to 
‘have believed that kecular education as a resource and nationalism as an ideol- 
‘ogy could together be a substitute for Islam and that these two foundations of the 
Turkish Republic would fill in for all the functions of Islam. \In rei ality the pew 
Isct, education and nationalism, could not bring together the resources of narra- 
“tiie background, of construction for personal identity and mysteri jum, that Islam 
had provided. Mustafa Kemal also underestimated the way in which religion 
functioned as a communication network in peasant/provincial society. Two cle- 
ments allowed religion to emerge as a datum in the multiparty politics of Turkey 
in the 1950s. The first was the solidity, through time, of carlier Islamic commu- 
nication networks ready to be used by a modern political party that would exploit 
them. Second, the potential for protest of Islam, already in place, was made an* 
integral part of political protest against one-party rule, a rule which lasted from 
1924 to 1950. But once again, the consequences of modernity, i.¢., the republic, 
appeared at a number of contradictory levels. An increasingly racer popz 
ulation had an increasing number of quandaries to resolve at the level of person- 
al or social identity, the level Kemal had neglected. Integrated into a new division 
of labor—a success of the republic—Turks were increasingly demanding equali- 
tarian values that this first step in economic development did not by itself pro- 
vide. Neither did the ideology of Kemalism provide them with any answers other 
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than that their values lay in the “scientific attitude.” Since the Turks of the 1950s 
and 1960s had graduated from the Kemalist modern secular educational estab- 
lishment their questions, even though more conerete, were set to a deeper level 
and were more insistent than those of the founding fathers. Islam was an answer 
to this perplexity, but it was among Islamist graduates of Kemalist universities 
that these questions were debated with a new sophistication with no comparable 
scope in the Islamic world. 
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In October of 1918 the political leaders of Austria-Hungary’s many ethnic 
groups dissolved the monarchy. The decision was wrenching, for throughout the 
war, they had all pledged their loyalty to the ancient Habsburg realm, but the 
reasons for the dissolution were compelling: the Central Powers were about to 
lose the Great War, and the Entente Powers had made clear in their declarations 
that the peoples of the monarchy, whether Czechs, Slovaks, Poles, Ukrainians, 
Slovenes, Croats, Serbs, Bosnians, Romanians, Italians, Hungarians, or Ger- 
man-speaking Austrians would do best to desert their monarch. Undoubtedly 
the time had come, the ethnic politicians reasoned, to create their own inde- | 
pendent states or, in the case of the Serbs, Romanians, Italians, and the Ger- 
man-speakers, to join the neighboring state where their co- nationals lived. The 
process of dissolution took only a few days, and it brought immediate benefits, 
at least to those who had engineered the process.’ The long-term consequences 
of the dissolution of Austria-Hungary were less clear: the rest of the twentieth 
century would bring nothing but misery and bloodshed to Central Europe. It is- 
fair to add, however, that in no case would the old supranational empire have 
been able to maintain itself in an age of heightened nationalism. Because of the 
stubbornness of the monarchy’s ethnic politicians, the only other conceivable 
alternative to dissolution was federalization, and it never had a chance to move 
beyond the planning stage. 

The spoils of dissolution were impressive: to the new states fell, among other 
things, the Dual Monarchy’s extensive transportation network, including a dense 
and modern railroad system constructed between the 1840s and 1914. Further, 
the successor states took over a number of imposing wrought-iron railroad sta- 
tions, soaring viaducts and suspension bridges, municipal parks, eclectic theater 
buildings, grandiose opera houses, splendid museums, baroque churches, Mau- 
Tesque synagogues, ostentatious parliament buildings, neo-Gothie or neo-Clas- 
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sical city halls, spacious military barracks, hospitals, and the red-brick buildings 
of thousands upon thousands of state schools. Added to these was the extensive 
network of well-constructed administrative buildings, most of which are still in 
use today, painted and repainted in the traditional “Habsburg yellow” of Empress 
Maria Theresa's summer palace at Schénbrunn. The most valuable legacy of the 
Dual Monarchy, however, were the many well-trained administrators, judges, 
officers, members of the lise professions, businessmen, shopkeepers, and skilled 
workers. The honesty, etficiency, and work ethic of these groups compared well 
with those of their counterparts in the West; certainly, they ranked above their 
peers to the south and the cast of Austria-Hungary.’ 

As one moved east within the monarchy, fon Passau on the German border 
or Bregenz on the Swiss border, all the way to what is today western Ukraine or 
central Romania, one did, it is true, inevitably mect with less and less prosperity, 
education, and efficiency. Yet even in such backwater regions as castern Galicia, 
Dalmatia, or Bosnia-Herzegovina, evidence of the Habsburg Monarchy’s suc- 
cesstul modernizing efforts is still visible today—aside, of course, from places 
such as Sarajevo where Habsburg era public buildings have been reduced to rub- 
ble by Serbian artillery. All those accomplishments owed much, to be sure, to the 
dedication, hard work, and talent of the local inhabitants; yet it is also fair to say 
that their achievements would have been tar less spectacular without the Pax 
Austriaca imposed more or less successfully by the ancient House of Austria over 
several centurics. 

It is amazing how quickly such a venerable state was replaced. The various 

National Committees, created by imperial order on October 16, 1918, suc- 
‘ceeded in assuming ultimate power, with only token resistance from the old 
regime. Nationalist propaganda later presented these takeovers as risky and 
heroic atfairs, but in reality imperial power had disappeared as it by magic as the 
more astute members of the ancien regime quickly embraced the flag of their 
new state.’ I Low else to explain that the collapse of the old order and the birth 
of the new in Prague consisted of not much more than noisy street celebrations, 
the tearing doar of some Habsburg-cra statues, and the replacement of the 
black and yellow colors of the House of Austria with the tricolor of the new 
Coichedowalk state? Most Bohemian administrators remained at their desks and 
continued to run things as if nothing had happened. Not even the numbering 
of the files diligently produced by this all powerful bureaucracy was altered to 
honor the dawn of a new cra. The partial purge of the German-speakers from 
among the Bohemian officials would occur only later—to be followed, after 
1938, by the partial purge of the Czechs and, in 1945, by the expulsion of all 
Bohemian Germans.* 

The pillars of the old order crumbled under the impact of military defeat and 
the bloodless national revolutions. The cosmopolitan Habsburg aristocracy and 
the Catholic high clergy hastened to proclaim their loyalty to the new nation 
states, and Emperor- Kine Charles was abandoned even by his splendidly 
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caparisoned Arcicren, Trabanten, and Hungarian noble body guards, for whom 
this would have been the first genuine opportunity in history to deine their 
ruler. During the last days of the empire, teenaged artillery: cadets mounted guard 
at Schanbiunn Palace to protect Charles from the threatening Vienna mob.’ 

The revolutionary takeover in Vienna consisted mainly af some venerable 
Social Democratic and Christian Social politicians prockuiming both the birth of 

“German Austria” and the new state’s determination to fuse with democratic 
Germany.” In Zagreb the new South Slav state was created primarily by Croa- 
tlan- speaking officers of the Austro-Hungarian army; they too had met no resis- 
tance from the representatives of the old order, Trouble did come, but not until a 
short time later when newly independent Croatia and freshly created Slovenia 
were asked to merge with the Kingdom of Serbia, a former enemy state, and the 
leaders of victorious Serbia made clear to all that Yugoslavia was to be run pri- 
marily for and by the Serbs.’ 

Only Hungary had experienced something resembling a genuine revolution at 
the end of October 1918 when democrats, bourgeois radicals, and Social Demo- 
crats seized power and promised not only national independence but also funda- 
mental internal reform. But not even in Budapest did the military and the police 
of the old regime put up more than a token resistance. A few months later, Flun- 
gary changed to a Communist Republic of Soviets, but by November 1919 it had 
reverted to the rule of the old elite, who then hunted down the revolutionaries. 
The ditterences between Hungary's prewar regime and I labsburg Admiral Mik- 
los Horthy’s new regime were mainly in tone and tactics. Teannined by mili- 
tary defeat, the truncation of Hungary, and the democratic as well as the Bol- 
shevik takeovers, members of the old elite shed these among them who were 
unwilling to be ruthless. Those who remained, mouthed radical nationalist and 
racist slogans and cracked down hard on Jews, potential dissenters, and the rest- 
less agrarian proletariat.” 

What made the process of dissolution so ominous for the future was that the 
end of the war and the collapse of the monarchy were celebrated everywhere with 
nearly the same enthusiasm as the beginning of the war had been tour and a half 
years earlier. Liberation from the Eabsburg yoke, it was commonly felt, would 
mark the dawn of a new era, the start of social reform and of a glorious national 
future. In this respect, there was barely a ditterence benveen Czechoslovakia, the 
new South Slav state, and emerging Greater Romania, on the one hand, and 
German Austria and Hungary, on the other hand. Yet according to the peculiar 
logic of the Entente Powers, the first-named three states and their peoples 
counted among those who had won the war, whereas the latter two countries 
were ainong the losers, to be punished severely tor their evil deeds. Never mind 
that Czechs, Slovaks, Croats, Slovenes, Bosnians, and even Transylvanian Roma- 
nians had fought roughly in the same preportion as the | lungarians and Germans 
in the armies of the [labsburg Monarchy, and that only a fraction of the Czechs 
and South Slavs in the prisoner-of-war camps had joined the anti-Habsburg 
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legions organized by the Russians and Italians! During the last days of the war, 
after the Hungarian government had recalled its regiments from the front, and 
after the German-Austrians had largely gone home, the advancing Italians 
were held up by troops composed chiefly of Slavic soldiers. Note also that 
Croats, Slovenes, and Bosnians were counted among the most reliable soldiers 
of the Habsburg army!” 

One of the immediate benetits of the collapse of the monarchy was that polit- 
ical jobs multiplied, a process that had actually begun back in 1867 when in the 
so-cilled Compromise Agreement, Austria and Hungary became separate states 
under the crown. From that time on, this “Dual Monarchy” had not one but two 
prime ministers, two cabinets, and two parliaments, and to serve them, two 
rather inflated state bureaucracies. Moreover, in the three ministries that handled 
the so-called common attairs—torcign relations, war, and the financing of the 
first two ministrics—there was often a duplication of positions so as to accom- 
modate both Hungarian and non-Hungarian job seckers. Now, atter 1918, there 
were suddenly still more prime ministers, cabinets, diplomatic corps, armies, par- 
liaments, and bureaucracies—all juicy plums tor the anti-] labsburg political par- 
ties that were now in charge. Note that state and municipal employment had 
always enjoyed greater prestige in the region than, for instance, business which 
was customarily left to foreigners. 

Not every nationalist politician had reason to celebrate, The post-World War 
] arrangements failed to fulfill the political ambitions of Slovak, Croatian, Bosn- 
ian, and Ukrainian nationalists. Their day would come during World War II, but 
only so long as their protector, Nazi Germany, reigned supreme in the region. 
Recently, these peoples have come into their own again, the result being a daz- 
zling multiplication of states and bureaucracies. Where as late as 1848 there were 
three empires, the Ottoman, the Romanov, and the Habsburg, there are today 
some twenty sovercign states. 

The end of the Great War did not bring peace to TTabsburg realm: new wars 
flared up even before the armistice was signed, fought by armed civilians and 
scattered units of what had once been a single army. Between the end of 1918 
and the carly 1920s, armed clashes erupted in Galicia among Poles, Ukrainians, 
and “White” as well as Soviet Russians; in the Bukovina between Romanians and 
Ukrainians; and in Hungary between Reds and Whites. Meanwhile, the Hun- 
garian Red Army fought the hastily collected Habsburg regulars of the new 
Czechoslovak Republic as well as the Romanian and Serbian armics. The war 
between Romania and the Hungarian Sovict republic ended only after Roma- 
nian troops had occupied Budapest in August 1919. A short time later, Hungar- 
ian icregulars entered into a bloody conflict with the gendarmes of the Austrian 
Republic over the possession of Burgenland. Previously, Slovene and Austrian 
tree corps troops battled cach other in the Austrian Alps; the French occupation 
forces in the Banat barely prevented the Romanian and South Slav armies from 
clashing in the region; Czechs and Poles fought over the possession of the Prin- 
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cipality of Teschen, and Czech troops gunned down such Sudeten German civil- 
ians who had publicly declared their desire to join Austria rather than to become 
a minority in the new Czechoslovak Republic.” 

The generalized Central European civil war of the immediate postwar years 
was tollowed by the barely controlled enmities of the interwar period, especially 
between Hungary and its Czechoslovak, Romanian, and Yugoslav neighbors. 
The bone of contention was the three powers’ rule over two-thirds of Hungary’s 
prewar territory and of more than three million cthnic [lungarians. In order to 
contain what they perceived to be Hungary's aggressive revisionism, Czechoslo- 
vakia, Romania, and Yugoslavia formed a diplomatic alliance called the Little 
Entente. Never mind that Hungary could only oppose an ill-armed volunteer 
torce of 35,000 to their conscript armies numbering well over a million men! ‘The 
inindless preoccupation of the | ittle Entente with the Hungarian danger caused 
these states largely to ignore the real threat of Nazi Germany, But there existed 
nearly similar hostility and suspicion in the interwar years between Italy and 
Yugoslavia as well as between Poland and Czechoslovakia." 

The Peace ‘Treaty of St. Germain concluded with Austria in September 
1919, and that of Trianon concluded with Flungary in June 1920 substantially 
confirmed the territorial status quo created by the postwar conflicts. Although 
officially based on the principle of ethnic self-determination, the final borders 
took into consideration ethnicity only when it favored the pro-Entente Central 
European states. In other places strategic or commercial interests prevailed over 
nationality.” As a result, Poland emerged from the peace treaties with a minor- 
ity population of nearly one third; the Czechoslovak “nation state” with only 50 
pereent Czechs, and Romania with minorities amounting to about 28 percent. 
Yugoslavia was no less a people’s mosaic than the Habsburg and Ottoman 
empires had been, despite the Yugoslav government's spurious claim that 
Serbs, Slovenes, Croats, Muslims, and Macedonians were in reality one and the 
same nation, 

To make matters worse, both Horthy’s Hungary and the democratic Austrian 
Republic had to share in responsibility for having started the war and to promise 
to pay heavy war reparations. They were also forbidden to re-arm themselves. 
The victorious Central European powers were not entirely happy either, because, 
among other things, they had to promise in the peace treaties to respect the rights 
of their ethnic and religious minorities. This humane and well-meaning measure 
backfired, as did unfortunately so many other measures adopted after the war. 
The insecure and aggressive new regimes considered the minority treaties a bla- 
tant interference in their internal affairs. Romania and Poland especially tried to 
make life difficult for the minorities, particularly the Jewish minority, though the 
Oppressive measures taken in the interwar period were child’s play compared to 
what would come during and after World War HU. 

German Austria officially proclaimed its unwillingness to exist, but in the 
Peace treaty it was forbidden to join Germany and was even obliged to change its 
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name to Republic of Austria. Among the many unfortunate consequences of the 
collapse of the Habsburg empire, this was perhaps the most unfortunate. It was 
the Anschluss of 1938 and the delirious reception the Austrian public gave the 
invading German troops that shook the faith of the Western powers in the just- 
ness of their own cause, opening the way to further German annexations and to 
World War I." 

The poverty of the new states meant that the magnificent material and tech- 
nical infrastructure that the monarchy had Icft behind soon fell into disrepair. 
The transportation system suffered particularly, because the many new borders 
impeded tratfic and necessitated the construction of new, uneconomical high- 
ways and railroad lines. But did not the monarchy’s legacy include things more 
spiritual and humane than highways and railroads, such as mutual toleration and 
the fostering of multinational cocxistence? It certainly should have, yet proofs of 
such a legacy are difficult to find, or at least they are difficult to demonstrate. 
Would things have been even worse without the collective memory of the 
empire's supranational political practices and its policy of absolute religious tol- 
eration? Perhaps so. To give only one example, Regent Horthy often took a 
lenient and moderate stand when reminded of his happy days as aide-de-camp 
to Emperor Francis Joseph, but he tended to adopt brutal measures when in the 
company of his White counter-revolutionary cronics." 

The only genuinely all monarchial institution maintained to the end of the 
Habsburg state was the so-called Common Ary. lt says something about the 
failure of the monarchy to create a lasting sense of Central European identity and 
citizenship that the Common Army transmitted no tradition of friendly cooper- 
ation to the armies of the successor states. There was widespread nostalgia among 
former officers for the army of old, and they liked to boast that the officer corps 
once constituted a happy family irrespective of race, religion, and ethnicity. 
Indeed, in the prewar officer corps, ethnic conflicts were at a minimum. Yet once 
the symbol of unity, the Emperor, was gone, former carcer officers cagerly joined 
the armies of the mutually hostile new states. Professionalism and the need to 
carn a living explain much but not the entire phenomenon. During World War 
Il, former Habsburg officers serving either in the Polish or the German armies, 
became unhesitating enemics. Following the Anschluss of Austria in 1938, only 
a handful of former Habsburg officers refused to serve Nazi Germany, despite 
I litler’s well-known hatred for the Habsburgs and his contempt for the multina- 
tional Austro-Hungarian army. In fact, more than 300 former Habsburg career 
officers reached the rank of general in the Wehrmacht or the Watten SS. More- 
over, Whereas religious discrimination was strictly forbidden and was indeed 
barely, if at all, practiced in the old army, former Habsburg officers of the new 
Hungarian national army led the drive to purge not only the Jewish officers but 
also the baptized Jews and half-Jews." 

The occasional cooperation between former I Tabsburg officers now serving in 
different armies that did exist was of a kind unlikely to have pleased Francis 
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Joseph: during World War IT, former Austro-Hungarian soldiers in Hungarian 
uniform eagerly cooperated with their former comrades in Wehrmacht and SS 
uniforms in Nazitying Hungary. Not much more editving was the cooperation 
between officers of the independent Croatian state and German officers in estab- 
lishing a regiine of terror in Yugoslavia. By preference, Hitler sent former Fabs- 
burg officers, experienced in Balkan warfare, to that area because they could be 
trusted to adopt harsh measures in areas infested with Chetniks and Partisans." 

Undoubtedly, the interwar years brought social change to the region, although 
it is far from clear whether these changes resulted from the dissolution of the 
monarchy, Similar changes would, no doubt, have occurred under Habsburg rule 
as well. At the beginning, it looked as if the collapse of the monarchy and the 
redrawing of the political frontiers had failed to alter social and economic rela- 
tionships in any meaningful way. The British historian Francis L. Carsten went 
so far as to argue that, because in the countries that once formed the Habsburg 
Monarchy the government machinery, the civil service, and the police continued 
to function in 1918, and because the masses desired above all to return to peace- 
ful and orderly conditions, the revolutions quickly petered out, and things con- 
tinued within society very much as before the war." Yet social transtormation was 
inevitable in the Danube basin, and if it did not come faster than it did, this was 
mainly because nationalism, cleverly manipulated by the politicians, came into 
conflict with socialist drives. There were a tew concrete steps in the direction of 
social reform, principally the distribution of many large estates in Czechoslova- 
kia, in Romania, and in the South Slav Kingdom, but even these measures had 
strong nationalistic overtones. Most of those who lost their estates were not 
Czechs, Slovaks, Romanians, or South Slavs. 

In the interwar period the state came to assume an increasingly important role 
in industrialization, a role that had begun during the war. Simultancously, all 
Central [uropean countries made great strides in the direction of becoming wel- 
tare states, More important, from a social point of view, was the political removal 
of entire nationalitics, such as the Germans in Moravia and the Hungarians in 
‘Transylvania. As the Moravian German aristocrat and the Transylvanian Magyar 
civil servant disappeared from the scene, their places were taken by men who 
Were often of peasant origin, Even in Hungary, the most traditionalist of all the 
Central European states, there was a drastic social change in the interwar years. 
At first it looked as if nothing had changed: political power was in the hands of 
a bureaucracy of gentry origin, and economic power in the hands of Jewish and 
German capitalists, But the trauma caused by the war and the collapse of the 
Monarchy influenced social relations in Hungary also, The power of the gentry 
no longer rested on consensus but on violence, and the power of the Jewish cap- 
italists was in reality severely undermined by anti-Semitism. Following the Great 
Depression, the nobility lost the remnants of their political influence, and their 
Places too were taken by new inen who sported gentry attitudes but were in real-- 
ity commoners. 
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True, in the old Habsburg Monarchy there had been an ever-increasing num- 
ber of commoners in high military, administrative, and political positions, but 
they had upheld the moral values of the aristocracy. The commoners who pushed 
ahead in the 1930s were, despite all their talk about tradition and history, essen- 
tially vulgar men with policies and ambitions that fitted the fascist age. Captain 
Gyula Gémbés, the pro-Axis prime minister of Hungary in the 1930s, was 
indeed a pale imitation of such great aristocrats of old as the two Andrassys, the 
two Tiszas, or Count Istvan Bethlen. The introduction of anti-Semitic Iegisla- 
tion in Hungary in the late 1930s brought a changing of the guard in the econ- 
omy. Finally, when the fascist Arrow Cross formed a government in October 
1944, it firmly established the rule of the upstart commoners over the old clites 
and marked the beginning of a social revolution that accelerated with Hungary's 
liberation in 1945, and assumed dizzying speed when the Communists seized 
power in 1948. 

Whether a similar social transformation began in Austria and Czechoslovakia 
after 1918 is difficult to determine. As the bourgeoisie in these countries had 
wielded influence over the economy and politics even betore the Great War, 
social change in the interwar period was less spectacular than in semi-feudal 
Hungary. Yet mass politics and compulsory education brought their inevitable 
results in Austria and Czechoslovakia also, in terms of the democratization of 
politics and the increasing number of lower-class elements in the army, the 
bureaucracy, the economy, and the professions. 

The most profound consequence of the dissolution of the Habsburg Monar- 
chy, especially in terms of social change, was what we now call ethnic cleansing. 
Because it has resulted in the gradual emergence of truly monocthnic nation 
states, today it carries the promise of the end of ethnic conflicts and of the 
Oppression of ethnic minorities. But the process is not yet over, and the price in 
blood has been horrifying. Consider that during the nineteenth and carly twen- 
tieth centuries, only a handful of people were killed because of their religion or 
nationality! The only notable exception to this was the revolutionary period of 
1848-1849 when, especially in southern Hungary and Transylvania, people were 
slaughtered for the first time in history, not because they were landowning 
nobles, priests, serfs, guild masters, Protestants, or Jews, but because they were of 
the wrong nationality. However, the Habsburg army managed to restore order 
within a year, hanging no more than a few hundred Flungarian, Polish, and Ger- 
man rebels." 

We do not know how many people have been killed in the region since 1918 
tor ethnic or religious reasons, but they must number in the millions. Add to this 
the many millions of deportees and refugees, and it becomes clear that the twen- 
ticth century produced the most extensive ethnic cleansing and the greatest 
migration of peoples in all history. Those who were not killed or expelled moved, 
spontancously and consistently, from east to west throughout the century, bring- 
ing about an ethnic revolution of still unfathomable proportions, Consider that 
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in towns and entire regions once inhabited solely by Germans and Jews, there 
now live Poles, Czechs, Slovaks, Hungarians, and Romanians! Where there were 
once Poles, to give another example, there are today Ukrainians and Belorussians, 
as well as people hailing from much farther to the cast. While the inhabitants of 
the cities in the eastern half of the monarchy once spoke mainly German or Yid- 
dish and lived by their own laws, in today’s East Central Europe tormer peasants 
trom neighboring communities have become the dominant urban element." 

The ultimate victims of the dissolution of the Habsburg Monarchy have 
undoubtedly been the Jews. Whereas in the nineteenth century, the Habsburgs 
were able to overcome their traditional Catholic distrust of the Jews to become 
their staunch protectors, the post-Hlabsburg regimes almost invariably turned 
against them. Needless to say, nineteenth-century anti-clerical liberalism played 
an even greater role than the dynasty in the emancipation and integration of the 
Jews, while the decline of liberalism at the end of the nineteenth century power- 
fully contributed everywhere to the rise of anti-Jewish feelings. Still, the pro- 
gressive role of the dynasty, especially under Francis Joseph, in this respect ts 
undeniable; he set a good example by punishing even the most minor manifesta- 
tion of intolerance in his army and administration. 

The Finperor had good reason to be philo-Semitic: the Jews (and the Arme- 
nians) were without a national homeland in the Monarchy, and no neighboring 
nation exercised an irredentist pull upon them. The Jews were immensely grate- 
ful to the monarchial authorities tor their emancipation. Consequently, they 
became the preeminent Staatsvo/k, the group most likely to be loval to the 
dynasty and the Austrian S¢aatsidee, Only where Jewish assimilation had become 
a reality, as in Flungary, did many Jews embrace local nationalism. But even there, 
unlike the non-Jewish Hungarians, Jews confidently expected to be able to com- 
bine Hungarian nationalism with loyalty to the ruling house. 

World War | marked the apogee of Jewish participation in the life of Central 
Europeans. In the delirious enthusiasm of August 1914, Jews were among the 
greatest enthusiasts. They endorsed war, in part because the enemy was the anti- 
Semitic Russian empire, in part because the outcome of the contlict promised to 
bring their final and complete acceptance. About 300,000 Jews served in the 
Austro-I lungarian army during World War J, among them 25,000 Jewish offi- 
cers, a figure far above the proportional representation of other contessional 
groups in the officer corps. The reason was the great number of Jews in the 
wealthy and educated classes.” 

All this changed atter World War I. The prewar popular anti-Jewish resent- 
nent and especially the cconomy-driven anti-Semitism of the Christian middle 
classes now erupted. ‘The situation was aggravated both by the high proportion 
of Jews in the Bolshevik and other leftist movements and regimes at the end of 
the war, and even more by the fact that, in Central Europe, nationalism and anti- 
Semitism were often interwoven ideologies. As a result, except for democratic 
Czechoslovakia, popularly supported governmental measures were sooner or later 
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taken everywhere against the Jews. When the German Nazis arrived, the local 
administrative machinery and much of the public were ready to assist in their 
deportation. From this general rule neither war-time Slovakia nor the Czech 
Protectorate can be exempted. The post-World War II return of Jewish survivors 
and the eager participation of many Jews in the Stalinist East European regimes 
further widened the emotional gap between Jews and non-Jews that ninetcenth- 
century liberalism had almost managed to close. Today, Jewish presence in East 
Central European affairs is as much of an exception as is the presence and par- 
ticipation of ethnic Germans. Under the Habsburgs the ethnic German minori- 
tics were an economically and socially crucial clement in Hungary, Transylvania, 
Bohemia, and the Bukovina; today the Germans are either gone from the region 
or have been absorbed by the majority nationality. Let us remember that, after 
World War I, tens of thousands of ethnic Germans perished or were killed out- 
right in Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia and millions of other Germans were 
expelled from countries that had once been part of the Habsburg dominions.” 
The Central and Eastern European horrors of World War I and their Stalin- 
ist aftermath would surely have been mitigated had any of the successor states 
been able to cooperate against Nazi and Sovict imperialism. But there was never 
any question of political synchronization; the remembrance of the post-World 
War I border conflicts and of the injustices and follies of the Paris peace treaties 
was much too vivid for people and governments to develop an internationalist 
policy. Thus it happened that in 1938-1939 Poland and Hungary rushed to 
profit from the dismemberment of Czechoslovakia; that in 1939 Poland fought 
unaided against the German and Soviet invasions; that in 1940 Hungary and 
Romania almost went to war over Transylvania with Germany acting as an hon- 
est broker; that in April 1941 ITungary and Bulgaria joined the Germans in 
invading Yugoslavia; that in June 1941 Hungary entered the anti-Soviet military 
“crusade” in a race for German favor against already committed Romania; that in 
1943-1944 the Flungarian surrender to the Allies was prevented, in part, by the 
threat of a Romanian, Slovakian, and Croatian invasion of the country. One 
could go on for a long time; here it should be sufficient to remind the reader of 
the threat of a Romanian and Czechoslovak invasion of Hungary in 1956, and 
the actual Hungarian, Polish, ete., invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968. 
Regional cooperation does not scem to be a realistic possibility today. Individ- 
ual Central European countries are competing with one another for entry into 
NATO and the European Union. Wherever cthnic minorities are left, this fact 
alone suffices to cause bad relations between neighboring countries. The secret of 
the Habsburg Monarchy was that an ethnically disinterested person—neither 
German, nor Hungarian, nor Slav—ruled over the twelve nationalities of the 
state. As early as 1867, the Hungarians acquired their “nation state” within 
which, in fact, they constituted a minority. Francis Joseph as King of Hungary 
played a vastly different role from Francis Joseph, Emperor of Austria. Still, the 
monarchy endured. Not until the peoples of the region agree on an ethnically dis- 
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interested superior authority—perhaps in the form of the European Union—is 
there any hope fer genuine reconciliation. 
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THe Russian EMPIRE 


RONALD G. SUNY 


Even under the assault of the post-modernists, the discipline of history remains 
avary of the uncertain and the speculative, and often inditterent to paths not 
taken. Russian and Sovict historians, however, have been more wistful than their 
colleagues in other historical fields about alternatives, whether by thinking about 
the trajectory of imperial Russia's last reforms had there been no world war, or 
musing about the revolution’s chances for a democratic outcome had not the Bol- 
sheviks willfully interfered, or claborating a variety of opinions on the end of 
NEP and the “necessity” of Stalin. Consequences are at one and the same time 
deceptively casy to map out and difficult to get underneath, to weigh deep deter- 
mination and contingency. 

Through its centuries of expansion and internal consolidation, tsarist Russia 
succeeded in building a bureaucratic absolutist state and an multinational empire 
of vast dimensions, but it failed to create a “Russian nation” within that empire. 
While Muscovy and imperial Russia were successful in integrating the core 
regions of its empire, often referred to as the enutrennie guberatia, into a single 
nationality, diverse administrative practices, as well as the compactness of the 
local ethnicities and the effects of settlement policies, maintained and intensified 
differences between the Russian core and the non-Russian peripheries. After rel- 
atively successfully conquering and assimilating the Orthodox population of cen- 
tral Russia (Vladimir, Novgorod, other appanage states), Muscovy set out to 
“recover” lands with non-Orthodox populations, like Kazan. Russia followed the 
logic of empire-building; after acquiring territory, usually by conquest, often by 
expanding settlement, the agents of the tsar co-opted local elites into the service 
of the empire.’ But in many peripheries, like Transcaucasia and Central Asia, 
integration succeeded only with the elites (and only partially), not with the basic 
peasant or nomadic populations which retained their tribal, ethnic, and religious 
identities. Some elites, like the Tatar and Ukrainian nobles, dissolved into the 
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Russian dvsriantsvs, bur others, like the German barons of the Baltic or the 
Swedish aristocrats of Finland, retained privileges and separate identitics. In 
some areas the tsarist regime managed to create loyal subjects through the trans- 
formation of cultural identities, but its policies were inconsistent and varied enor- 
mously. It did not succeed (or even try very hard) in an ethnic nation-making 
project even among Russians. Phere was no program, as in France, to educate and 
affiliate millions of people around an idea of the nation. As Roman Szporluk said 
tellingly at a recent conference on empire, the tsarist government tailed to turn 
peasants into Russians. Russia’s experience was one of incomplete nation- 
making, and in the final crisis of the empire the dynasty had no national legiti- 
mating formula to detend it against the claims of its opponents. 

The end of the tsarist empire was at the same time the end of a state, the dis- 
placement (though not complete eradication) of a political/religious ideology, 
and a social somersault that brought the mighty low and raised up the lowly. A 
powerful new state was formed in revolution and civil war, Which in time would 
become an empire in its own right, and a number of smaller states were formed 
that managed, for a time, to remain independent, though never completely tree 
of the centripetal pull of the new Soviet state. Unlike the Ottoman and Austro- 
Tlungarian cases, the end of empire in Russia did not result simply in fragments 
that became states but in a reconstructed multinational state, the Soviet Union. 


The states that managed to resist the first wave of Sovict reintegration— Estonia, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Finland, and Poland—were all located along the Baltic Sea, 
accessible from Europe, and had indeed been assisted in the founding moments 
ot their independence by Western European powers. All constructed their new 
state and national identities after Western models of nation-states, and faced hy 
the ever-present danger of the former imperial power, their foreign policies (and 
domestic policies toward the Communist left) tended for the next twenty years 
to be hostile to the USSR. Both in self-representation and in Furopean eyes the 
new Baltic states were part of a cordon sanitaire against the spread of Bolshevism. 
Thus, the replacement of one state by several also marked the boundary between 
two antagonistic social and political developments—one aimed at recreating lib- 
eral parliamentary polities in capitalist economies and in the context of nation- 
ist legitimation, the other dedicated to a grand social experiment to build a 
non-capitalist society and a post-liberal political system in the context of an 
international revolutionary program, 

The Revolution of 1917 and the civil war that followed fit almost any con- 
ventional detinition of revolutionary transformation. A deep rupture with the 
structures and practices of tsarism, the revolution ended both a political regime 
and a social order. ‘The years 1917-1921 are usefully understood as a series of 
overlapping revolutions. The first was the workers’ rebellion (actually initiated by: 
women), followed by the soldiers’ mutiny, that ended with the establishment of 
two centers of authority. The revolutionary lower classes, or demokrattia as they 
were styled by the socialists, elected their own organs of power, the sovicts, while 
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the middle and upper classes, the military officers, much of the state bureau- 
cracy and cducated society identified with the Provisional Government self- 
selected by leading members of the Duma. Much of the period from early March 
until October 1917 can be seen as a second or “liberal” revolution, led by middle- 
class politicians and part of the intelligentsta that attempted to create a constitu- 
tional order. In October the workers’ revolution was renewed, in the establish- 
ment of Sovict power, but this time intellectuals and party activists governed in 
the name of the workers, gradually displacing the class they purported to repre- 
sent. Simultaneous, and gaining momentum, was the peasant revolution that cul- 
minated in the seizure of land, the expropriation of the nobility, and the leveling 
of landholding in 1918. Finally, the multiple revolt of the non-Russian peoples 
of the empire splintered the unitary empire and gave rise to the establishment of 
nation-states along the peripherics of Russia. 

The political revolution of February-March 1917 ended the monarchy and the 
half-a-millennial evolution of imperial autocracy. Tsarism in its failure to defend 
the empire during the First World War and its steady alienation from ever more 
numerous groups in the population had squandered its support, even among aris- 
tocratic clites, by the time of its demise. During the civil war interest in monar- 
chy revived among some White leaders, but in general the sympathy for the 
imperial tamily and its right to rule had dissipated as rapidly as the institutions 
that supported them. The liberal political transter of power from the tsarist elite 
to the cluster of Duma politicians in the Provisional Government led rapidly to 
the undermining of the old aristocratic order. The February Revolution under- 
mined the justifications tor privilege based on birth. First ideologically, then 
juridically, and finally economically and physically, the aristocracy lost its power 
and privilege. The final blow given to the old sos/svie order came only initially 
from the legislation of the Provisional Government and subsequently from the 
direct actions of hundreds of thousands of peasants who through 1917-1918 
expropriated the land, homes, and wealth of the landed nobility. To date the 
monarchy has not been restored, and the nobility, like its first noble, has not been 
reconstituted. Nineteen seventeen in the first instance obliterated the last “rem- 
nants of feudalism,” to use a somewhat overworked Sovict phrase, and once the 
civil war had run its course, a range of alternative regimes based on blood, the old 
army, and ruling elites had been eliminated once and for all. 

The political revolution that destroyed the old clites was imbedded in and 
expanded by a broad social revolution, which brought to the fore the lower 
classes, first, of the cities and, later, of the countryside, February was made by 
women, workers, and soldiers. Though they allowed the formal prerogatives of 
power to be taken by the Provisional Government, made up of politicians and 
intellectuals from the middle and upper classes, the workers and soldiers stimul- 
tancously organized their own “class” organs of power, the soviets, factory and 
soldiers’ committees, to check on the government, factory owners, and officers, 
and ultimately to limit their prerogatives and power. The social revolution was 
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contained for the first eight months of the revolution within the bounds set by 
moderate socialists and hiberal politicians, but it secthed underneath as the eco- 
nomic crisis driven by the war gave credence to the Bolsheviks’ reading of the 
revolution, Day by dav the real power of workers in factories and soldiers in the 
ranks grew at the expense of managers, owners, and officers. Russia was run (or 
ruined, some would have said) by committees and councils. 

Atter October 1917 and the Bolshevik call to the peasants to take matters into 
their own hands, rural Russia responded by dismantling all landlord and state 
authority outside the towns and taking full power into the hands of peasants, 
their communes, soviets, and committees. By late 1918 Russia had experienced 
an extraordinary “democratic” revolution, in the immediate sense of the demas 
taking matters into its own hands. The power of the center dissipated, while the 
power of localities grew, at least for a time. The Bolshevik state, for much of the 
evil war, and in some ways right up through collectivization and the Great Ter- 
ror, fought to reverse the radical democratization and decentralization of actual 
power and to reassert the state authority of the center. The extraordinary mobil- 
ity and mobilization of the population and the weakness of the Soviet state 
together contributed to the regime’s repeated turn toward repression and terror. 

The Russian Revolution and civil war may have been a “proletarian” revolution 
in the cities (plebeian, following Michacl Reiman, might be a better term), but 
for the great bulk of the people of post-revolutionary Russia (and the non- 
Russian Soviet republics), the peasants, it was a “petty bourgeois” revolution. 
Ordinary working peasants took control of their villages, land, and lives after the 
October Revolution, and even though they were battered by food detachments 
and Red Army recruiters they managed to thwart the full intervention of state 
authority into their villages. The success of the Communists in the civil war 
depended on their ability to win over or at least neutralize the peasantry. As a 
party largely based in the cities and towns, they had few contacts with peasants 
hetore 1918. Moreover, the policy of forced requisitioning of grain that they ini- 
uated that year antagonized the peasants. Yet by the end of the war the peasants, 
tearing the return of the old landlord behind the armies of the White generals, 
opted for the Communists as the lesser of two evils.’ 

Encouraged by Bolshevik policy and the chaos in the countryside, peasants all 
over Russia seized the land and expropriated the landlords. In many ways the 
Peasants confirmed the workers’ revolution and made impossible a restoration of 
the old regime. They destroyed the whole structure of governance in the coun- 
tryside, replacing the old local adininistrations with ad hoe peasant committees 
ind, later, soviets. Like the workers and the soldiers, the peasants became more 
active in running their own lives as a result of the revolution. As a result of the 
Bolshevik land reform and the peasant revolution in the countryside, tvo impor- 
tant political benetits fell to the Soviets: the economic base of the opposition to 
Bolshevisin was destroyed; and active and passive support among the peasants for. 
the new government had been established (however temporarily). 
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In the first six months of Soviet rule, peasants simply ran their own economy 
and social life. But once the food shortage in the cities beeame acute, the Bol- 
sheviks intensified efforts to gain some control over the countryside. They 
forcibly requisitioned grain to feed the towns and the army, alienating much of 
the peasantry. Returning peasant soldiers, sympathetic to the Bolsheviks, were 
active in establishing the power of the soviets in the villages, viewing themselves 
as leaders of the revolution in the countryside and challenging the traditional 
hierarchies. The peasants were ultimately pacified, but Soviet power remained 
weak in the countryside from the revolution until Stalin's collectivization of the 
early 1930s. The New Economic Policy (NEP) established a kind of truce 
between peasants and the state, which left the countryside and its grain largely 
under the control of the peasants. Only with collectivization and the crushing of 
the villagers, the elimination of their communes, and the institutionalization of 
forced requisitioning of peasant output did the state break the back of the inde- 
pendent peasantry, end the popular revolution in the countryside, and impose its 
bureaucratic rule over the vast breadth of the Soviet Union. The cost of that 
imposition was the ruination of agriculture and the ereation of an apparatus of 
terror that a few years later was directed against the party and the army, the very 
instruments that Stalin had used against the rural population. 

The new political elites that emerged after the two revolutions of 1917 were 
themselves far more popular in sociological makeup than the ones that had ruled 
Russia before February or even between the two revolutions. They were made 
up of radical intellectuals, “specialists” from the old intelligentsia and officer 
corps, and tens of thousands of workers and peasants. The new Soviet order 
climinated from the pays /ega/ all members of the propertied classes and the 
clergy; only “toilers” were cligible to vote in the soviets, and the disenfranchise- 
ment of fsentsovee obshchestvs (propertied society), as well as people who hired 
labor, kulaks, priests, and officers in the White armies, was enshrined in the first 
Soviet constitution in 1918. Sheila Fitzpatrick has most convincingly 
demonstrated the upward mobility of millions as a result of the Russian Revo- 
lution, as well as the “downward mobility” of millions more as they lost social 
status and, in the late 1930s, their lives as well.* But the radical democratization 
of the ruling elites and the state apparatus and the influx of popular elements 
into the ruling clites was tempered by Lenin and Trotsky’s policy of inviting 
military and “bourgeois specialists” to work with the regime to counterbalance 
the inexperience of many of the workers and peasants recruited into positions of 
responsibility and authority. 

Early Soviet history was a battlefront on which egalitarian tendencics were 
checked by demands for expertise, higher productivity, and discipline. Many 
leading Bolsheviks believed that decentralization and democratization were too 
costly and experimental for a backward country at war. From the other side the 
more authoritarian and hierarchical trends were challenged by voices of opposi- 
tion, from the Left Communists, the Democratic Centralists, the Military 
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Opposition, and the Workers’ Opposition, Both trends continued—ordinary 
people flowed into management and administration, the officer corps and the 
party, while at the same time elites imposed their own vision without reference 
to their constituents; dissenting voices were silenced; and checks from below were 
replaced steadily by bureaucratic pressures from above. 

The Russian Revolution thus was “democratic” in a sociological or demo- 
graphic sense but not in the conventional political sense of representative gov- 
ernment formalized and institutionalized in periodic clections, constitutional 
limits on executive authority, and protection of the rights for citizens against the 
claims of the state. However democratic the politics of 1917, with trequent clec- 
tions to soviets and factory committees, during the civil war the attacks of the 
ruling party on the etlervescent political pluralism of the grassroots, the repres- 
sion of other political parties (even other socialist, indeed Marxist parties, like the 
Mensheviks who had abjured armed struggle against the regime), and the grow- 
ing habits of command and the exercise of violence against enemies destroyed the 
buds of political democratic practice. The Bolsheviks’ own ideological aversion to 
parliamentarianism and a free press (which they considered to be a weapon m the 
hands of the bourgeoisie), as well as their escalation of political rhetoric into a 
Manichacan us versus them (He who is not with us is against us), rendered the 
give and take of normal politics impossible. The Bolsheviks spoke of superseding 
politics altogether (for example in |.enin's State and Revolution, see the critique 
by A. Polan’), but they never seriously considered giving up state power once they 
had seized it. A minority party basing its power on an evaporating and politi- 
cally unreliable working class, the Bolsheviks faced the stark choice of allowing 
democratic elections, as in the November 1917 elections to the Constituent 
Assembly and losing them to the peasant majority or holding on to power at all 
costs—in desperate anticipation of the expected international proletarian revolu- 
tion that never came—and building an authoritarian (in their words, bureau- 
cratic) regime. For the Bolsheviks there was no way democratic politics would 
allow them to exercise power. 

The Russian Revolution was a prolonged agony. Its origins lie both in the pre- 
war social crisis that polarized Russian society between a lower urban class grow- 
ing more radical and a middle and upper class also pulling away from the autoc- 
racy and in the devastation visited upon the country (and particularly the army) 
by the First World War. The cconomy began to collapse even betore February 
and continued its disintegration long after October. As William G. Rosenberg 
has shown most convincingly, capitalism was no longer a functioning economic 
system by early 1918." Despite the ettorts of Lenin's government to restore some 
kind of “state capitalism” in the first six months after October, the exigencies of 
backwardness, economic chaos, and civil war gave them little alternative but to 
have the state take over what was left of the urban economy. Capitalism of the 
free-market variety was never restored during the Soviet period, though in the 
NEP a highly regulated market-state capitalism flourished for about seven years. 


148 Ronald G. Suny 


With the Stalin revolution, capitalism was buried for sixty years with the enor- 
mous consequences that Yeltsin's Russia and the other Soviet successor states face 
today. Russia, the least “bourgeois” of the large states of Europe, never had its 
“bourgeois revolution,” never went through a fundamental capitalist transtorma- 
tion of the economy and society, and never experienced the remaking of “human 

“nature” that took place in the developed West. ‘The virtues of hard work, delayed 
gratification, carctul calculations of the use of time, sobricty, honesty in business 
dealings, the drive toward accumulation’ of material wealth did not become 
deeply ingrained in the broad masses of the population, And intellectual elites, 
whether prerevolutionary socialist or conservative or postrevolutionary Bolshe- 
viks, ridiculed and scorned the bourgeoisie, cither for its materialism, lack of cul- 
ture, or identification with the West. 

The revolutions of 1917-1918 moved rapidly from liberal to democratic, 
urban to rural, Russian to multinational. Out of a single Russian-ruled empire 
emerged a host of new states, some of them nation-states. Those states that 
ended up independent—Finland, Poland, and the Baltic republics—were aided 
by foreigners and had the advantage of being more easily accessible from 
Europe. Ukraine and Belorussia were somewhat artificial states at the time, 
backed by the Germans. The Belorussian national movement was notoriously 
weak, and Belorussian statehood was almost completely the work of German 
intervention. Ukraine was fragmented regionally, ethnically, and socially, with 
many Russians favoring Soviet power, most cities divided ethnically, peasants 
identitying themselves more with local leaders and interests, nationalists being 
isolated in towns and among intellectuals, and local Bolsheviks demonstrating 
an intransigence that drew the Moscow Seadership back into Ukraine repeat- 
edly. In Transcaucasia Azerbaijan was a republic propped up by Turkey (later 
Britain), initiated by a small nationalist elite, with little popular sympathy, and 
unable to digest the militant working-class center, Baku, its designated capital. 
Armenia, led by a popular nationalist party, the Dashnaktsutiun, was a land of 
refugees and peasants, absolutely dependent on outside support for its survival. 
Caught between nationalist Turks and the Red Army, Armenia capitulated to 
the Soviets for its own survival. Like Poland and Finland, Georgia was a rela- 
tively coherent nation-state, with a recognized and popular national (but only 
moderately nationalist) leadership (the Georgian Social Democrats). It would 
have survived as an independent state had local Bolsheviks, like Orjonikidze, 
and their patrons in the center, most importantly Stalin, not acted against 
Lenin's instructions and invaded the republic. 

Nationalism was a relatively weak political force in 1917, largely contined to 
urban intellectuals, with some popular following among Armenians, Estonians, 
Finns, Georgians, Poles, and Ukrainians. Wherever it was a force to be reckoned 
with, nationalism was allied with some form of populism or socialism. During 
the civil war and the briet period of independence, nationalist sentiments grew in 
much of the periphery, but their potency has vet to be adequately assessed by 
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scholars. Many historians have followed the estimates of nationalists and argued 
either that nationalism is a natural, primordial response and needs no elaborate 
explanation or that the views expressed by intellectuals and activists reflected in 
an unmediated way the more gencral sentiments of the people, Whatever the 
degree of ethnic identification of millions of peasants, that sense of ethnic com- 
munity should not be collapsed into support of the program of the nation as 
imagined by intellectuals. 

While Bolsheviks interpreted the civil war as a struggle of class against class, 
worker against peasant and bourgeois, nationalists saw it as a national war of 
Russians against minorities, the center against the peripheries. They viewed the 
experiences of the borderlands as unique events that fulfilled and justified the 
natural historical evolution to national independence. Yet nowhere in the non- 
Russian regions of the fallen empire was the conflict free of social as well as eth- 
nic elements. Indeed the combination of cultural and class cleavages rendered the 
fighting particularly ferocious. In the national peripheries even when the contlict 
took on aspects of national wars, the social struggles between workers and indus- 
trialists, fseatsovee obshchestvs (propertied society) and demokratiia (the lower 
classes), city and countryside were powerfully present. Almost everywhere, the 
nationalist movements were either strengthened or fatally weakened by the 
nature of their class base. Because ethnic solidarity, activism, Russophilia, or Rus- 
sophobia were very often primed by social discontents, where nationalist leader- 
ships were able to combine social reform with their programs of self-definition, 
autonomy, or independence, their chances for success were increased—as in 
Georgia. Where social, particularly agrarian, reform was delayed or neylected— 
as in Ukraine—ethnic political aspirations alone did not prove strong cnough to 
sustain nationalist intellectuals in power. 

In some regions, like Transcaucasia, the principal lines of conflict during the 
first revolutionary year were political and social, without much of an ethnic col- 
oration. Though the central state’s authority over the non-Russian peripheries 
eroded quickly, until the October seizure of power by the Bolsheviks most of the 
borderlands—with the notable exception of Poland, Finland, and Ukraine—did 
not consider political separation from the new democratic Russia. A broad sense 
that social issues could be settled within the framework of the new constitu- 
tional order as it would be constructed by the Constituent Assembly was com- 
plemented by a recognition that raising ethnic issues could have far-reaching and 
deadly consequences. In Baku, for example, the local Bolshevik leaders remained 
cautious about accelerating their drive to power precisely because they feared that 


people would divide along ethnic lines. But atter October, and especially after the 
Bolsheviks dispersed the elected Constituent Assembly in carly January 1918, 
the ties that bound many of the borderlands to the center were torn asunder. For 
the next three years civil war in multiethnic regions often degenerated into 
bloody ethnic contlict, sometimes between Russians and non-Russians but often 
between ditterent non-Russian peoples. Azerbaijanis and Armenians slaughtered 
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one another in castern Transcaucasia, and independent Georgia and Armenia 
fought a brief war over borders. 

This uncivil wartare not only pulverized the remnants of the tsarist political 
and social structure but left the Soviet regime with a devastated economic and 
social landscape on which to build its new order. A crisis of authority continued 
well beyond the civil war years, though far more immediate was the problem of 
physical survival for tens of millions of people. Ethnically distinct peasants and 
workers, whatever their particular experiences, shared the collapse of state 
authority and economic order. In the flux of revolution social categories and 
identities became even more fluid and overlapping. As I have tricd to show in 
an earlicr work,’ nationalism was for most nationalities still largely concen- 
trated among the ethnic intelligentsia, the students, and the lower middle 
classes of the towns, with at best a fleeting following among broader strata. 
Among Belorussians, Lithuanians, and Azerbaijanis, the paramount identiftca- 
tion was not with one’s nation, but with people nearby with whom one shared 
social and religious communality, Neither nationalism nor socialism was able to 
mobilize large numbers of these peoples into the political struggles that would 
decide their future. For several other nationalitics, among them the Latvians and 
the Georgians, class-based socialist movements were far more potent than polit- 
ical nationalism. Socialism as presented by the dominant intellectual elite 
answered the grievances of both social and ethnic inferiority and promised a 
sociopolitical solution to the dual oppression. For still other nationalities, like 
the Ukrainians and the Estonians, nationality competed with class for the pri- 
mary loyalty of the workers and peasants, with neither winning a dominant 
position. In Finland, a deadly polarization between social groups led to a civil 
war between parts of a population relatively united on the question of national 
independence and commitment to Finnish culture. For the Armenians, a rather 
unique case of a people divided between two empires, without a secure area of 
concentration and facing extermination, a non-class, vertically integrating 
nationalism overwhelmed all competitors. 

The Sovict government inherited a collapsing state structure that was rapidly 
being replaced by local authority both in Russian and non-Russian regions. The 
centrifugal flight of authority ended only with the reintegration of regions and 
independent states by the Red Army, Able to subdue tens of millions of non- 
Russians with a combination of military force, political repression, and appeals to 
selt-determination, the Sovict government quickly turned to accommodate the 
great majority of the population with an casicr economic policy and concessions 
to national sentiments and particularities. The experience of the civil war, and the 
evident power of nationalism, at least among elites, encouraged the Bolshevik 
leaders to compromise their earlier opposition to federalism. The major conse- 
quence of the Russian Revolution for non-Russians was the ereation of new 
national “states” within a new multinational federation, Rather than full political 
independence or forced assimilation into the greater Russian population, non- 
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Russians were given administrative distinction, national cultural promotion, and 
a kind of athirmative action program for the indigenous peoples (Aorenizatsiia). 
At least for the first fifteen years after the revolution a socialist form of nation- 
building took place in the Soviet republics. New “nations” were created, as in 
Central Asia, where they had never existed, and smaller peoples were given 
alphabets and cultural institutions that they had never before enjoyed. All 
within the limited and contining framework of “socialise construction,” to. be 
sure, but this national formation created national intelligentsias and working 
classes, national Communist elites and reading publics that at the end of the 
Soviet period would be coherent and conscious enough to be mobilized or 
mobilize themselves against the decaying center of the empire of republies.* 

Out of chaos and collapse, in conditions of international and even domestic 
isolation, the Soviet government built a new state, won the civil war, pacified a 
resistant peasantry, and, by 1926, restored the prewar economy, At the same time 
it rebuilt a multinational polity that soon took on the characteristics of a new 
empire. Perhaps the most unique empire in the twenticth century, the Soviet 
Union was at one and the same time by its own understanding an anti-imperial- 
ist state, a federation of sovereign states, and a voluntary union—all claims that 
its opponents could easily dismiss as self-serving and disingenuous. In the minds 
of its designers the Soviet Union was something more than a normal state; it was 
the prefiguration of a future non-state dedicated initially, at least in Lenin's view, 
as an example of equitable, non-exploitative relations among nations, a model tor 
further integration of the other countries and the fragments of the European 
empires. Anti-imperialism, then, was both a model for the internal structure of 
the USSR and a posture to attract supporters from abroad. Like Woodrow Wil- 
son, Lenin was a major contributor to the delegitimizing of imperialism and 
empires, and anti-imperialism remained until the end of the USSR a major ele- 
ment in Soviet rhetoric. 

But from its inception the Soviet Union replicated imperialist relations. The 
regathering of Russian lands was an cffort carried out in conditions of civil war, 
foreign intervention, and state collapse by a relatively centralized party and the 
Red Anny. The power of the center (the metropole), as well as its demographic 
weight, was far greater than any of the other units (the periphery) of the new 
state. Concessions were made to the perceived power of nationalism, which it was 
believed was appropriate for a certain stage of history soon to be superseded. It 
was assumed that political and cultural rights for non-Russians and the system- 
atic constraint of Russian nationalism, along with the development of a socialist 
cconomy, would be sufficient to solve the “national question.” While creating 
national territorial units with broad cultural privileges, the new government's 
overwhelming concern was that the new multinational federal state be a single 
integrated economy. On this point there was to be no compromise. Economic 
policy was statewide, and cach federal unit was bound to others and to the cen- 
ter by economic ties and dependencies. Relations between the metropole and 
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periphery thus were different on the political, cultural, and economic levels. 
Politically, certainly most pronouncedly in the first decade of Soviet rule, power 
was somewhat defused, with bargaining taking place between the center and the 
republics and autonomies. Culturally, the policy of Aorenizatstia (“rooting”) 
stressed indigenization of the local culture and the local elites. The new state 
attempted to incorporate elites that were not hostile to Soviet power and to 
allow the development of “nations” within the Soviet federation, but the politi- 
cal order, in which a single party monopolized all decision-making everywhere, 
undermined from the beginning local centers of power. As the regime became 
ever more centralized and bureaucratized in Moscow, the inequitable, imperial 
relations between center and peripheries became the norm until actual sover- 
cignty existed only in the center. Economically the emphasis was on efficiencies 
that in general disregarded ethnocultural factors. Economic regionalization was 
usually an extra-cthnic practice, and cadre policy in the economy, even in the 
1920s, was supposed to consider specialization, education, and training over 
ethnic qualifications. 

The eftect of this dualistic policy, which at one and the same time stressed a 
-kind of ethnically blind modernization and promoted ethnocultural particularism 
and local political power within bounds, was to create increasingly coherent, 
compact, and conscious national populations within the republics while promis- 
ing an eventually supra-ethnic future, full of material promise. In this new impe- 
rial arrangement the agenda was ultimately set in Moscow; the relationship 
between center and republics was therefore imperial, for important issues of pol- 
itics and the economy were not decided at the republic level. Like other great 
empires the Soviet Union legitimized its subordination of the colonized through 
‘a rhetoric of developmentalism and progress. Modernization justified the forced 
surrender of self-determination. 

The imperial aspects of the Soviet system became clearer in the early 1930s as 
Stalin moved steadily away from the more radical aspects of korenizatsiia and 
gave a much more positive valence to Russian language and culture. Stalinism 
attempted in a haphazard way to rethink the idea of the Sovict “nation” by using 
anon-cthnic Russian culture as a unifying idiom tor the whole country. While 
nations continued to be promoted on the periphery of the empire, effective 
participation in the political, economic, or cultural clite of the country required a 
cultural competence in Russian and a loyalty to the entire Sovict project that 
superseded local identities and loyalties. Through gencrous rewards of power, 
prestige, and influence, along with scvere punishments, the Sovict center at- 
tracted “the best and the brightest” among the national elites, many of which 
were created during Soviet times, to collaborate with the all-Soviet rulers. The 
costs of refusing to work in this way, of displaying “local nationalism,” were 
extraordinarily severe—imprisonment or even death. 

World War I was the moment when a political integration took place between 
the Soviet Union and rodina (motherland), not only Russia, not only the Soviet 
‘rodina, but also those of the other nationalities—the Georgian saimshobl/o or the 
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Armenian Aaienik, Stalin combined the appeals of nationalism with support of 
socialism, blending the two indistinguishably. For several decades thereatter it 
was nearly impossible for many, perhaps most, people to imagine their homeland 
without the Soviet Union. A shared rite of passage had bound the pieces into a 
provisional whole, with a certain degree of officially sanctioned local nationalism 
permitted. Only in the 1960s and afterwards did dissidents move beyond the 
official bounds and propose much more threatening alternatives to the Soviet 
idea of a cultural nation without full political sovereignty. 

There are many ironies to Soviet history. Certainly a principal one must be 
that a radical socialist clite that proclaimed an internationalist agenda that was to 
transcend the bourgeois nationalist stage of history in fact ended up by making 
nations within its own political body. Another is that the very successes of the 
Soviet system, not least this making of nations, but also the industrialization, 
urbanization, and mass education of the country, made the political system that 
had revolutionized society largely irrelevant. Instead of legitimizing the system, 
as it had done carlier, modernization undermined it at the end by ereating the 
conditions and the actors that were able to act without the direction of the Com- 
munist Party. This might be called the “dialectic” of the Russian Revolution: 
whatever the intentions of the Bolsheviks they succeeded only too well in creat- 
ing the conditions for their ultimate demise. Like other great empires in the 
modern world, the Soviet Union was a modernizing state. It was not interested 
in preserving, but in transforming social and cultural relations. But at the same 
time it built and then petrified a hierarchical, inequitable, non-demoeratic polit 
ical structure that progressively became a fetter on further political—and to a 
large extent, social, economic, and cultural—development. This state structure 
became increasingly irrelevant, setting the stage for decay and ultimately a crisis 
of legitimacy. The time arrived when the political structure had to change or soci- 
ety and the economy would simply continue to stagnate and decline. 

Too successful for its own good and not successtul enough to satisty the expec- 
tations it aroused, the authoritarian Soviet state created by the revolution and 
Stalinism constrained the creative potential of an ever more educated and mobile 
Soviet people. Though it is perhaps too much to claim that the articulate, edu- 
cated urban society, with its talented and sophisticated intelligentsia, that had 
emerged in the course of seventy years was the “civil society” of liberal and Marx- 
ist expectations, it is possible to characterize late Soviet society as having a “pub- 
lic sphere,” an arena of educated public opinion, vbshchestvennost’, with which the 
geriatric Sovict leaders had to contend. Even less well recognized by the leader- 
ship was the parallel “achievement” of creating new nations within the pscudo- 
tederal structure of the Soviet Union. ‘The powertul emergence of compact, 
coherent, nationally conscious nations in many of the union republics and sever- 
al of the autonomous republics and regions placed a formidable task before the 
last Soviet leaders: how to create democratic, egalitarian relations between the 
formerly subordinated peoples of the peripheries, while maintaining a united 
federation; how to go beyond empire and form a multinational democracy. Gor- 
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bachey believed that such a revolutionary decolonization of the Sovict state 
structure was possible while maintaining the country as a single state. I Tis radi- 
cal opponents around Yeltsin and in many of the republics came to believe oth- 
erwise. Holding the Soviet state together, a difficult task in any circumstances, 
turned out, after the seismic intervention of the August 1991 coup, to be a task 
that neither the leaders nor what the system had become were up to. 
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AFTERMATHS OF 
EMPIRE AND THE 
UNMIXING OF PEOPLES 


ROGERS BRUBAKER 


Migration has always been central to the making, unmaking, and remaking of 
states. From the polychromatic political landscapes of the ancient world, with 
their luxuriant variety of forms of rule, to the more unitorm terrain of the present, 


dominated by the bureaucratic territorial state, massive movements of people have 


regularly accompanicd—as consequence and sometimes also as cause—the expan- 
sion, contraction, and reconfiguration of political space.’ 

This paper addresses the intertwined dynamics of migration and political 
reconfiguration in the aftermath of the collapse of the Soviet Union. Substantial 
Migrations within and from Transcaucasia and Central Asia have already occurred 
in connection with the progressive erosion and eventual collapse of Soviet author- 
ity and the incipient reorganization of rule along national lines.” But it is the 
potential for much vaster migrations, rather than the scale of existing flows, that 
has focused attention and concern on migration in the last few years. 

That potential has been viewed with special alarm in northwestern and Central 
European capitals and in Moscow, the former envisioning a mass westward exodus 
of millions, perhaps tens of millions of ex-Soviet citizens, the latter fearing a vast, 
chaotic, and brutal “unmising of peoples” entailing, in particular, an uncontrollable 
influx into Russia of the Russian and Russophone population from the non-Russ- 
ian successor states. Articulated in crude and unditterentiated fashion, these teartul 
visions, jointly propagated by Western, Sovict, and post-Soviet journalists and 
politicians, have done more to obscure than to enhance our understanding of the 
actual and prospective dynamics of post-Soviet migrations. The former vision, to 
be sure, seems recently to have lost its hold on European public opinion. The 
Warmist rhetoric, sensationalist headlines, and cataclysmic imagery ot 1990 and: 
1991, warning of the imminent inundation of Western Europe, have all but dis- 
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appeared—no doubt because the expected onslaught failed to materialize. The 
vision of mass ethnic unmixing, however, remains powerful. Its plausibility is 
enhanced by the Yugoslav refugee crisis, which resulted directly from the disso- 
lution of a multinational state and the incipient reconfiguration of political 
authority along national lines.’ It is thus understandable that the specter of an 
analogous “unmixing of peoples” in post-Soviet Eurasia—the specter of “ethnic 
cleansing” on a vaster canvas—haunts discussions of post-Sovict migration. 

Without belittling the potential dangers of a chaotic and brutal unmixing of 
peoples in certain parts of the former Sovict Union, I seck in this paper to pro- 
vide a more nuanced and differentiated analysis of the relation between politi- 
cal recontiguration and migrations of ethnic unmixing in post-Soviet Eurasia. 
Although such migrations are likely to be highly variegated, potentially involy- 
ing scores of ethnonational groups and migration trajectories, I focus here on a 
single set of flows—on the actual and potential migration to Russia of ethnic 
Russians and other Russophone residents of the non-Russian successor states." 
T restrict the scope of the discussion in this manner for both analytical and sub- 
stantive reasons. Analytically, this will permit a more sustained and differenti- 
ated discussion of the migratory dynamics of this group. Substantively, not only 
do the 25-million-odd Russians represent by far the largest pool of potential 
ethnomigrants,* but the manner in which and extent to which they become 
involved in migrations of ethnic unmixing will be fraught with consequences for 
Russian domestic politics and for relations between Russia and the non- 
Russian successor states. 

] analyze the retlux of Russians from the ex-Soviet periphery in broad histor- 
ical and comparative perspective, considering them alongside earlier post-impe- 
rial migrations that ensued when a ruling cthnic or national group in a multina- 
tional empire was abruptly transformed, by the shrinkage of political space and 
the reconfiguration of political authority along national lines, into a national 
minority in a set of new nation-states. Three such cases are examined: Balkan 
Muslims during and after the disintegration of the Ottoman empire, Hungari- 
ans after the collapse of the Habsburg empire, and Germans after the collapse of 
the Habsburg empire and the German Kaiserreich.” From this excursus into 
comparative history 1 extract four general analytical points, and bring them to 
bear on the post-Soviet migration of Russians to Russia. I adopt this historical 
and comparative approach not because the past offers precise analogs of the pre- 
sent—it does not—but because consideration of a variety of partially analogous 
cases can enrich and improve our understanding of the intertwined dynamics of 
migration and political reconfiguration. 


Muslim/Turkish Migration from the Balkans 


Consider first the Ottoman case. The protracted disintegration of the Ottoman 
empire spanned well over a century, from the late cighteenth century to the after- 


elfigrmaths of Empire and the Uninixing of Peoples 137 


math of the First World War. Throughout this period, and even earlier, the 
shrinkage of Ottoman political space was accompanied by centripetal migration 
of Muslims from the lost territories to remaining Ottoman territories.” But it 
was the last half-century of Ottoman disintegration and the formation of 
national states in its wake that produced mass displacements. This unprece- 
dented wholesale restructuring of populations, linked to the transformation of 
multinational empires into nation-states, led Lord Curzon to speak of the 
“unmixing of peoples.” 

While the details of these migrations are far too complex—and_ too 
contested’—to analyze here, a few general points should be emphasized. The first 
concerns the magnitude of the unmixing. Several million people were uprooted 
from Bulgaria, Macedonia, Thrace, and western Anatolia alone in the last quarter 
of the nineteenth and first quarter of the twenticth century. The migrations radi- 
cally simplified the ethnic demography of these regions, constructing relatively 
homogeneous populations where great heterogeneity had been the norm. In 1870, 
for example, Muslims (Turks, Bulgarian-speaking Pomaks, and Circassian and 
Crimean resettlers from Russia) were at least as numerous as Orthodox Christian 
Bulgarians in most of what would later become Bulgaria. By 1888, however, the 
Muslim share of the population of Bulgaria (including eastern Rumelia) had 
fallen to roughly a quarter, and by 1920 Muslims comprised only 14 percent of the 
population." Similarly, between 1912 and 1924 the intricately intermixed popu- 
lation of Macedonia and Vhrace—comprised mainly of Turkish-speaking Mus- 
lims, Greeks, and Slavs identifying themselves mainly as Bulgarians, with none of 
these constituting a majority 
homogencous blocks corresponding to state frontiers: northern Macedonia 


was sifted, sorted, and recomposed into relatively 


became solidly Slavic, southern and western Macedonia predominantly Greek, 
and eastern Thrace (along with western Anatolia) purely Turkish." 

The unmixing of peoples initially followed ethnoreligious rather than ethno- 
linguistic lines, with Muslims moving south and east and Christians moving 
north and west.” It was thus not only ethnic Turks who retreated toward core 
Ottoman domains, but also other Muslims, notably Bulyarian-speaking Pomaks 
and Serbo-Croat-speaking Bosnians as well as Cireassians and Crimean ‘Tatars 
who had earlier fled trom Russia to the Ottoman Balkans." Language became 
more important over time as the Ottoman rump state increasingly assumed an 
ethnically Turkish identity and as the Orthodox Christian Balkan successor states 
came into increasing conflict with one another. As a result, there was secondary 
intra-Christian ethnic unmixing, primarily between Greeks and Bulgarians, 
superimposed on the primary Muslim-Christian unmixing. But even as late as 
1923, the Lausanne Convention providing for a massive and compulsory Greco- 
‘Turkish population exchange detined the population to be exchanged in religious 
rather than cthnolinguistic terms." 

War was central to the mass unmixing of Balkan peoples. Beginning with the 
Russo-Vurkish War of 1877, intensifying in the Balkan wars of 1912-13, and cul- 
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minating in the aftermath of the First World War, almost all of the large-scale 
migrations occurred in direct or indirect connection with military campaigns, 
This is true, most obviously and dircetly, of spontancous flight betore advancing 
armies, in the wake of retreating ones, or as a result of attacks on civilian popu- 
lations—depressingly prevalent in all the military campaigns of this period, and 
often intended precisely to provoke mass migration.'” But other migrations, too, 
were indirectly caused by war. This is true, for example, of the Muslim migration 
to Turkey under the terms of the Greco-Turkish population exchange mandated 
by the Lausanne Convention. Its counterpart—the million-strong Orthodox 
Christian migration from Turkey to Greece in 1922, which had already been vir- 
tually completed by the time the Lausanne Convention was signed—was di- 
rectly engendered by war: Greeks fled in panic amidst the violence and terror 
accompanying the Turkish counteroffensive of 1922, which drove the Greek 
armies in a rout from the regions of western Anatolia and eastern Thrace that 
they had occupied since the Greek invasion of 1919. Because Turkey did not wish 
to allow these refugees to return en masse to Turkey, fearing that this would only 
help perpetuate Greek irredentist ambitions, it agreed to accept in return the 
compulsory resettlement in Turkey of the (mostly ethnic Turkish) Muslim citi- 
zens of Greece.” Thus although the latter were not directly uprooted by war, 
their migration was nonetheless an indirect product of the Greek invasion of 
Turkey and the Turkish counterottensive; it would not have occurred in the 
absence of the Greco-Turkish war. 

To underscore the centrality of war to mass migrations of ethnic unmixing in 
the Balkans between 1875 and 1924 is not to suggest that it was war as such that 
was responsible for these migrations. It was rather a particular kind of war. It was 
war at the high noon of mass ethnic nationalism, undertaken by states bent on 
shaping their territorics in accordance with maximalist—and often fantastically 
exaggerated—claims of ethnic demography and committed to molding their het- 
crogencous populations into relatively homogencous national wholes. Not all 
wars entail the massive uprooting of civilian populations. But wars fought in the 
name of national self-determination, where the national “self” in question 1s con- 
ceived in ethnic rather than civic terms, but where the population is intricately 
intermixed, ave likely to engender ethnic unmixing through migration, murder, 
or some combination of both. Migrations of ethnic unmixing were thus engen- 
dered not by war as such, but by war in conjunction with the formation of new 
nation-states and the cthnic “nationalization” of existing states in a region of 
intermixed population and at a time of supercharged mass ethnic nationalism, 

Despite their paroxysmal intensity and “finality” at particular places and times, 
Balkan migrations of ethnic unmixing have been protracted. This holds particu- 
larly for the emigration Gf Muslim Turks from the Balkan successor states. The 
major phase of unmixing lasted fifty years, from 1875 to 1924, coinciding with the 
progressive disintegration of the Ottoman state and its final demise in the Kemal- 
ist uprising in the aftermath of the First World War. But the emigration of Turks 
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(though no longer of large numbers of non-Turkish Muslims) coatinued there- 
utter, albeit more intermittently and on a smaller scale. Bulgaria, : particular— 
the Balkan state with the largest ethnically ‘Turkish minority—hes experienced, 
in fits and starts, a substantial ongoing “repatriation” of ethnic ‘Lurks to Turkey, 
Nearly 100,000 left under administrative pressure from the Bu‘garian side in 
1934-1939; another 155,000 were pressured to leave in 1950-31." “Phe most 
recent, and most massive, exodus occurred in 1989, a few years after the extreme- 
ly harsh assimilation campaign of 1984-85, in which public use of the Turkish 
language was banned and ‘Turks were forced to adopt Bulgarian names; when the 
borders were suddenly opened in 1989, 370,000 Bulgarian Turks led to Turkey, 
more than 40 percent of the total Bulgarian Turkish population (although 
155,000 returned to Bulgaria within a year).” 

Finally, the fluctuating but generally favorable policies of the Ottoman goy- 
ernment towards the immigration of Balkan Muslims and of the Turkish gov- 
ernment towards the immigration of Balkan ‘Turks have significantly shaped the 
incidence, volume, and timing of the migrations. The openness to immigration 
had economic-demographic roots: both the Ottoman state and the Turkish 
republic through the interwar period viewed their territories, and Anatolia in 
particular, as underpopulated, and sought to encourage immigration order to 
promote demographic growth and economic development.” But there was also 
an ideological and cultural dimension to late Ottoman and Turkish immigration 
policy. In the mid-nineteenth century, the Ottoman government was still largely 
inditterent to the cultural characteristics of potential immigrants, welcoming, and 
even secking specifically to induce, the immigration of non-Aluslims.” But as the 
late Ottoman empire came to view itself as a specifically Muslim state (and in its 
last few years as an incipient Turkish national state), and as the ‘Turkish succes- 
sor state, defining itself as a nation-state, sought to weld its population into a 
homogeneous nation, the general openness to immigration was succeeded by a 
selective openness to Muslims (especially, though not exclusively, those from for- 
mer Ottoman domains) and, in the Turkish Republic, by a still more selective 
openness to ethnic Turks from Balkan successor states, who, as Interior Minister 
Sukru Kaya Bey put it in 1934, could scarcely be expected to “live as slave where 


ay 


the Turk previously was the master.” 


Magyar Migration from 


Hungarian Successor States 


Our second case is that of ethnic Hungarians after the collapse of the Habsburg 
empire in the First World War. That sudden collapse differed sharply trom the 
protracted decay of the Ottoman empire. Hungarian rule in the Hungarian half 
of the empire, far from decaying, had become increasingly consolidated in the 
half-century preceding the outbreak of war. Unlike the decentralized Austrian 
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half of the empire, the Hungarian half, although ethnically heterogeneous (Mag- 
yars comprised only about half the population), was politically unitary, ruled by a 
centralized, fiercely nationalistic, and almost exclusively Magyar bureaucracy." 
This internally autonomous quasi-nation-state was dismembered by the postwar 
settlement. The shrinkage of political space was dramatic. The 1920 Treaty of 
Trianon stripped Hungary of two-thirds of its land and three-fifths of its prewar 
population (though in so doing i it largely confirmed a de facto state of affairs, the 
territories in question having been occupied and controlled, with tacit Allied 
backing, by Romanian, Czech, and Serbian forces since the winter of 1918-19).” 
Although about 70 percent of the lost population was non-Magyar, over three 
million Magyars suddenly became national minorities in neighboring nation- 
states, including most importantly 1.7 million Magyars in Transylvania, which 
was awarded to Romania; 1 million in Slovakia and Ruthenia, which went to 
Czechoslovakia; and 450,000 in Voivodina, which became part of Yugoslavia.” 

These new minorities emigrated in substantial numbers in the years immedi- 
ately following the First World War. But the post-Habsburg migration of Hun- 
garians was quite different from the late- and post-Ottoman migrations of Turks. 
la the first place, a far smaller share of the Hungarian population migrated. In 
the six years immediately following the First World War, when most of the 
migration occurred, about 424,000 Hungarians migrated to Hungary from terri- 
tories ceded to Romania, Czechoslovakia, and Yugoslavia, representing 13.4 per- 
cent, 13.7 percent, and 9.5 percent respectively of the ethnic Hungarian popula- 
tion of the lost territories.” Thereatter, apart from a renewed: surge in the 
aftermath of the Second World War—including an organized Hungarian-Slovak 
population exchange at the insistence of Czechoslovakia, bent on ridding the 
country of its troublesome minorities"—there was little Magyar migration to 
Hungary from neighboring states until the late 1980s. Although we lack di- 
rectly comparable figures, Balkan Turkish/Muslim migrations to remaining 
Ottoman domains and Turkey were undoubtedly much larger, both in absolute 
numbers and in proportion to the Balkan Turkish/Muslim population. 

Ethnic Hungarian migration from the lost territories remained comparatively 
limited in scope, chiefly because it was primarily an elite migration, confined for 
the most part to the upper and middle classes. The migration had three analyti- 
cally distinct phases." First to flee were those most closely identified with the 
repressive and exploitative aspects of Hungarian rule—and therefore those with 
the most to fear from a new regime. ‘This group, many of whom fled before 
Romanian, Czechoslovak, and Serbian/Yugoslay rule were consolidated, in- 
cluded great landowners, military men, and state and county ofticials connected 
with the courts and the police. Second, de-Magyarization of public administration, 
state employment, and education deprived many middle-class Hungarians of their 
positions as officials, teachers, railroad and postal employees, cte., aiid engendered 
a second group of refugees, who fled tess in fear than because of economic dis- 
placement and loss of social status. Third, agrarian reform, by breaking up the great 
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Tungarian-ownced estates, displaced and pushed toward emigration not only the 
landowners themselves but the |: irger category of managers and emplovees whose 
livelihood depended on the estates. The peasant masses, however, who made up 
the large majority of the ethnically Hungarian population in the lost territories, 
did not migrate in significant numbers. Neither their interests nor their identi- 
tics were immediately threatened by the change in sovereignty; indeed Hungar- 
lan peasants in areas ceded to Romania and Czechoslovakia actually benefitted 
modestly from land distributions attendant on agrarian reform." 

About 85 percent of the 1918-1924 migrants arrived in rump [lungary 
berween fate 1918 and the end of 1920." The steep tapering off of the jaflux 
thereafter no doubt reflected a declining demand for resettlement on the part of 
those remaining in the ceded territories. But it also retlected eftorts by the Ffun- 
garlan government, beginning in 1921, to stem the influx by granting entry per- 
mits only in exceptional cases. This restrictive policy reflected the economic cost 
of supporting the refugees, a very large number of whom remained on the 
bloated state payroll. But it also reflected ideological concerns: the government 
did not want its revisionist case to be weakened by the mass emigration of Mag- 
yars from the lost territories.” 

The Magyar exodus from the lost territories to rump Hungary, then, was 
numerically limited by the fact that it remained an essentially middle- and upper- 
class phenomenon. But it amounted nonetheless to a substantial influx into Hun- 
gary, increasing the size of the post-lrianon [Hungarian population by about 5 
pereent in a few years. And the refugees’ impact on interwar |lungarian poli- 
tics—magnitied by the predominance of déclassé gentry among them and by 
their concentration in cities, especially Budapest—was much greater than these | 
numbers would suggest. Radicalized by their traumatic territorial and social dis- 
placement, the refugees played a key role in the counter-revolutionary move- 
ments of 1919-20 and the White Terror of 1920. Throughout the interwar 
period, they buttressed right-wing forces, exercising an influence disproportion- 
ate to their numbers in parliament and public lite. Above all, their zealous, 
uncompromising, and integral revisionism, demanding the full restoration of the- 
lost territories, powertully constrained interwar Flungary’s foreign policy, pre- 
venting any reconciliation with neighboring states and making more likely the 
fateful alignment with Fascist Italy and Nazi Germany." 

Just as the great 1989 exodus of Bulgarian Turks to Turkey marked the con- 
tinuation of an intermittent process of unmixing that had spanned more than a 
century, so too the centripetal migration of ethnic Tlungarians resumed, forty 
years after the last significant episode, in the late 1980s. The flow began well 
betore the fall of the Ceausescu regime; some 36,000 Romanian citizens—three- 
quarters of them ethnic Hungarians—who fled to Flungary during the late 1980s 
were residing in Hungary by The end of 1989." Since die fall of Ceausescu, defin- 
itive resettlement has been overshadowed by informal kabor migration, mide pos- 
sible by the much greater freedom of movement between the two countries (and 
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by the lax enforcement of work-permit requirements). If the literature on labor 
migration in other settings is any guide, however, this migration 1s likely to lead 
to substantial permanent resettlement, especially on the part of ethnic Hungar- 
ians. Romanians, too, have been drawn to Hungary by its relatively attractive 
labor market. Yet this is by no means a purcly economic migration. For Hungar- 
ians from Romania—but not for their Romanian neighbors and fellows citi- 
zens—ethnic nationality functions as a form of social capital, gencrating supe- 
rior migration opportunities. Their language skills and extended family ties give 
them access to richer networks of information about migration and employment 
opportunities; and their ethnic nationality may secure them preferential treat- 
ment in encounters with border guards and customs officials, with interior-min- 
istry bureaucrats having discretionary authority to grant permanent residence 
permits and citizenship, with labor inspectors checking workers’ documents at 
work places, or with policemen checking documents on the strect. 

Since 1991, when war broke out in Yugoslavia, Flungarians from Romania 
have been joined by migrants (again mostly cthnic Hungarians) from Serbian 
Voivodina (home, before the war, to some 300,000 Hungarians) and from the 
Croatian region of castern Slavonia, fleecing war, conscription, and economic cri- 
sis. In some cases, Voivodina Hungarians have been pressured to leave their 
homes by Serb refugees who had been resettled in their midst. From the Tran- 
scarpathian region of southwestern Ukraine, where there are about 170,000 
Hungarians, there has been little resettlement (and that mainly on the part of 
intellectuals); migration has instead taken the torm of cross-border petty com- 
merce, exploiting the huge economic disparities between the two states. In Slo- 
-vakia, the southern part of which is home to some 600,000 Hungarians, nation- 
alizing policies have heightened cthnic tensions; but these have to date been 
played out much more strongly at the elite level than in everyday life. In the 
absence of significant economic incentives, there has been little migration to 
Hungary. 


German Migration from Habsburg and 
Hohenzollern Successor States 


Our final comparative case is that of ethnic Germans. After World War I, some 
four and a half to five million Germans were suddenly transtormed from ruling 
nationality or Staatsvo/k in the Austrian half of the Habsburg empire and in some 
eastern, predominantly Polish districts of the German Kaiserreich into belea- 
guered national minorities in the new and highly nationalist nation-states of 
Czechoslovakia and Poland as well as in equally nationalist Italy. Another two 
million Germans from the Hungarian half of the Habsburg empire, while not, in 
the last decades of the empire, a ruling nationality in the same sense, had 
nonetheless enjoyed a secure status; apart from the 220,000 Germans of the 
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western Hungarian Burgenland, ceded to Austria after the war,’ they too sud- 
denly became national minorities 


albeit initially less embattled and beleaguered 
ones—in Hungary, Romania, Yugoslavia, and Czechoslovakia. Altogether, some 
six and a half million Germans became national minorities including well over 
three million Sudeten Germans in Czechoslovakia, over a million and a quarter 
Germans in the territories ceded by Germany and Austria-Hungary to Poland, 
halt'a million in territory ceded by Hungary to Romania, half a million in terri- 
tory ceded by Austria and Tungary to Yugoslavia, half a million in rump Flun- 
gary, and a quarter million in the newly Italian South ‘Tyrol. 

In response to this great status transformation, there appears to have been neg- 
ligible migration of Germans from the Hungarian half of the former Habsburg 
empire, and relatively little migration from the non-German parts of the Austri- 
an half of the empire, yet very heavy migration to Germany from the territories 
ceded by Germany to Poland. The lack of migration of Germans from former 
Hungarian territories is understandable. Vheir status changed least in the atter- 
math of empire. Ever since the Compromise of 1867 gave [lungarians a free 
hand in their halt of the empire, they, not Germans, had been the ruling nation- 
ality, It was I fungarians, not Germans, who were the large landowners, judges, 
prosecutors, bureaucrats, teachers, and postal and railway employees in the non- 
Magyar areas, and who fled in fear or emigrated after losing their livelihoods 
when these areas passed to the non-Hungarian successor states. Germans, by 
contrast, suffered no such dramatic status reversal with the dismemberment of 
Hungary, and had no special impetus to flee. In rump Hungary, relatively homo- 
geneous ethnically and preoccupied with territorial revisionism and with the fate 
of fellow Magyvars in the neighboring states, German-] lungarian relations were 
not particularly tense. Nor were Germans (unlike Hungarians) centrally impli- 
cated, in the early interwar years, in the national conflicts of Romania or 
Yugoslavia. It is cherctore not surprising that the Germans of the Hungarian part 
of the Habsburg empire remained in place after its dissolution. 

lor Germans from Hohenzollern Germany and the Austrian half of the 
Habsburg empire, the abrupt transformation from ruling nationality to belea- 
guered national minority was much more drastic, and these new minorities were 
immediately plunged into harsh national conflicts in the successor states. At first 
glance, one might have expected similar post-imperial migration patterns on the 
part of these ex-Hohenzollern and ex-Habsburg Germans. Yet there were sharp 
ditferences. Adequate Austrian statistics are lacking for the crucial first few years 
atter the breakup of the empire.” Yet while there appears to have been consider- 
able migration of former imperial civil servants and military personnel from the 
successor states to Vienna,” there was certainly no mass influx. And while Aus- 
trians were unhappy with the peace settlement—with the exclusion of the Sude- 
ten and South Tyrolean Germans from the Austrian successor state, and even 
more with the prohibition of Anschluss into Germany—the migrants that did 
arrive in Vienna, quite unlike their politically powerful and radically irredentist 
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Hungarian counterparts in Budapest, do not seem to have been strongly com- 
mitted to recovering lost territories or to have had any impact on interwar Aus- 
trian politics.” 

From the territories ceded to Poland by Germany, on the other hand, there was 
amass exodus of ethnic Germans—some 600,000 to 800,000 in the immedi- 
ately postwar years.” The large majority of these came from Posen and Polish 
Pomerania and resettled in the immediate aftermath, and even in anticipation, of 
the transfer of sovereignty.’ Another substantial group arrived somewhat later 
trom the portion of Upper Silesia that was awarded, after the 1921 plebiscite, and 
accompanying violent struggles, to Poland. More than half of the ethnic German 
population of the formerly Germany territories that were incorporated into 
interwar Poland had migrated to Germany within ten years.“ The exodus was 
even heavier from urban areas in the lost territories. Ethnic German “public offi- 
cials, schoolteachers, members of the liberal professions, and [unskilled and 
semiskilled] workmen [but not artisans] disappeared almost entirely from the 
towns of the Western Polish provinces.”* By 1926 the German urban population 
of Posen and Polish Pomerania had declined by 85 percent.” 

Why was ethnic German emigration in the aftermath of empire so much 
heavier from the formerly German territories of Poland than from | Tabsburg suc- 
cessor states? Why, in particular, was there mass emigration from western Poland 
but no substantial emigration from interwar Czechoslovakia? The three million 
Sudeten Germans ot Bohemia, Moravia, and Czech Silesia, after all, were among 
the most politically alienated of successor-state Germans. Highly nationalistic, 
and looking down on Czechs, over whom they felt destined by history to rule, 
they were initially unwilling to live as minorities in a Czechoslovak state. 
Clearly desiring, and formally proclaiming, unification with Austria, and assum- 
ing that the Paris peacemakers would recognize their asserted right to self-deter- 
mination, they were bitterly disappointed when it became clear that the historic 
frontiers of the Habsburg provinces would be maintained, and the Sudeten ter- 
ritorics incorporated into Czechoslovakia.” Yet no substantial emigration 
ensued; nor did large-seale migration occur later in response to what Sudeten 
Germans interpreted as a government policy systematically favoring Czechs in 
economic and cultural matters and aimed at weakening the cthnodemographic 
position of Germans. 

The mass ethnic German emigration from western Poland but not from the 
Sudeten lands shows that the sudden transformation from ruling nationality to 
beleaguered and politically alienated national minority does not in and of itself 
generate migrations of cthnic unmixing. Two other factors shaped these strik- 
ingly different patterns of post-imperial migration. First, migration to Germany 
was less of a displacement for the ethnic Germans of the new Polish state than 
migration to Austria would have been for their Sudeten counterparts. Germany 
had been defeated in war, diminished in territory, and transformed into a repub- 
lic; but it was still “the same” state, one to which ethnic Germans who found 
‘themselves under unwelcome Polish jurisdiction could plausibly return. The state 
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of the Sudeten Germans, however, had vanished; there was no state for them to 
return to. Rump Austria was not “their” state; it was not a diminished and trans- 
tormed I Tabsburg empire but rather a completely different state.” 

Second, Sudeten Germans were much more deeply rooted and compactly set- 
tled than the Germans of western Poland. Germans comprised—and had lor 
hundreds of years—the overwhelming majority (over 95 percent of the popula- 
tion) throughout most of the Sudeten lands on the northern, western, and south- 
ern perimeter of Bohemia and Moravia.” Ethnic Germans were in the minority, 
however, in the territories ceded by Germany to Poland after the First World 
War. More important, they had been an embattled, demographically eroding, and 
artificially sustained minority even before the war, when the territories. still 
belonged to Germany. The Prussian and German governments had made stren- 
uous efforts to assimilate the ethnic Poles and to induce ethnic Germans to set- 
tle and remain in these frontier districts, but to little avail. The harsh efforts to 
Germanize the Polish population were counterproductive, alicnating the Poles 
and reinforcing their Polish-national identity.” The region’s ethnic Germans, 
moreover, participated disproportionately in the heavy east-west internal migra- 
tion from the agrarian east to the industrial west in the late nineteenth and carly 
twenticth century, thereby weakening the ethnically German clement in the cast 
in spite of massive state efforts to sustain it. Llaving thus had a precarious and 
embattled existence even betore the war, under German sovereignty, the ethnic 
German population of these territories lacked the rootedness and firm attach- 
ment to the region of their counterparts in the Sudeten region. And they had 
every reason to expect the new Polish government to attempt just as vigorously 
and heavy-handedly to Polonize its western borderlands as the German govern- 
ment had sought to Germanize the same territories before the war. That expec- 
tation was not disappointed: the policy of the Polish government towards the 
ethnic German minority was considerably harsher than that of the Czechoslovak 
government.’ They were therefore much more likely to emigrate once sover- 
cignty passed to Poland, and even, in substantial numbers, in anticipation of the 
transfer of sovereignty. 

The migration of ethnic Germans from the western provinces of the new Pol- 
ish state was heavier, both in absolute numbers and in proportion to the size of 
the new minorities, than any migration from ex-[absburg lands, including the 
Migration of ethnic Hungarians to rump Hungary. German migration to Ger- 
many involved at least half of the German population of the ceded territories, 
while the Hungarian migration to Hungary only about 13 percent of the ethnic 
Hungarian population of the ceded territories. Yet although nationalist publicists 
accused Poland of deliberately driving out Germans trom the border areas,” and 
wthough the resettlers (including small but vigorous nationalist groups trom 
Czechoslovakia, the Baltics, and other areas of German settlement) did become 
active participants in various homeland nationalist associations, German migra-. 
tion does not seem to have had the political impact of its Hungarian counterpart. 
This was partly because German losses—of territory and of ethnic brethren— 
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were much less extensive than I lungary’s, and resettlers from lost territories com- 
prised a much smaller fraction of the population of interwar Germany than of 
interwar Hungary. The German resettlers, moreover, more closely approximated 
4 cross-section of the German population of the lost territories than did their 
I Tungarian counterparts, whose predominantly elite composition amplified their 
voice in interwar politics. 

For Germans, then, little ethnic unmixing occurred in the aftermath of the 
collapse of the Habsburg empire. The overwhelming majority of the more than 
five million Germans who became national minorities in the successor states 
remained in those states throughout the interwar period. Yet mass ethnic unmix- 
ing in this region was only postponed, not forestalled. Today there are scarcely 
any Germans in Czechoslovakia or the former Yugoslavia, and there are only 
smatl residual communities of Germans in iungary and Romania. Of ex- 
Habsburg Germans in successor states other than Austria, only those of the Ital- 
ian South Tyrol survive today as a relatively intact community (despite a harsh 
Italtanization campaign in the interwar period and a 1939 German-ltalian agree- 
ment, at Mussolini's request, to resettle them in Germany).’ Most of the ex- 
Habsburg Germans—including virtually all of the Sudeten Germans—were 
expelled, with Allied acquiescence, in the final stages and immediate aftermath 
of the Second World War (along with an even larger group of Germans from the 
eastern provinces of interwar Germany, who fled the advancing Red Army or 
were driven out in the aftermath of the war). By 1950 there were in the Federal 
Republic and German Democratic Republic some 12 million ethnic German 
Vertriebene or expellees. Of these about 7 million were German citizens from the 
eastern territories of interwar Germany, now annexed by Poland and (in the case 
of the area around Koénigsberg/Kaliningrad) the Soviet Union. The remaining 5 
million were ainly Habsburg successor—states."' Between 
1950 and 1987, another million and a half ethnic Germans from Eastern Europe 
and the Soviet Union were resettled in the Federal Republic, over half of them 
from Poland.“ Since then, with the liberalization of travel and emigration, 
nearly two million Spataussiedier” have settled in the Federal Republic, lured by 
its fabled prosperity, and taking advantage of the automatic immigration and cit- 
izenship rights that continue to be offered to ethnic Germans from the so-called 
Vortreibungsgebiete, i.c., the territories trom which Germans were driven out after 
the war.” As a result, the once vast German diaspora of Eastern Europe and Rus- 
sia is today undergoing a rapid, and probably final, dissolution. 


Ethnic Unmixing in the Aftermath of Empire: 
Some General Characteristics 
[rom this excursus into comparative history four general analytical points 


emerge. The first concerns the great variation in the degree, timing, and modal- 
ities of ethnic unmixing in the aftermath of empire—variation between the three 
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cases we have considered, but also, and equally important, variation within each 
case over time, across regions, and among social classes. Consider just a few of 
the more striking dimensions of variation. In some regions (for example, the 
Sudeten German lands of Bohemia and Moravia) uninixing has been virtually 
complete; in others (notably the Hungarian successor states) only a relatively 
small minority of the former dominant group has migrated. In some cases (tor 
example, that of Germans in provinces ceded after World War | to Poland) 
large-scale migration occurred in the immediate aftermath of political recontig- 
uration or (in much of the Balkans) in the course of wars that produced the 
reconfiguration; in other cases (the ex-Habsburg Germans) mass migration 
oceurred only much later. In many cases migrants tled actual or immediately 
feared violence (for example, Muslims and others in the Russo-JTurkish and 
Balkan wars, and millions of Germans in the final stages of the Second World 
War) or were compelled to move by the state (Lurks from Greece in 1923-24, 
Germans in the aftermath of the Second World War); in other cases (German 
Spitaussiedler and the recent Hungarian migrants to Hungary) migrations 
occurred in more deliberate fashion, as the aggregate result of innumerable indi- 
vidual calculations of well-being, 

A corollary of the first point is that there was nothing torcordained about post- 
imperial migrations of ethnic unmixing. The reconfiguration of political space 
dong national lines did not automatically entail a corresponding redistribution of 
population. Neither migration nor even the propensity to migrate was inexorably 
engendered by the status transformation trom dominant, state-bearing national- 
ity in a multinational state to national minority in a successor state. Much 
depended on the manner in which political reconfiguration occurred (notably the 
extent to which it is effected through or accompanied by war or other types of 
organized or disorganized violence); on the ethnodemographic characteristics, 
especially the rootedness, of the new minority; on the anticipated and actual poli- 
cies of the successor states toward the minority; on the availability and quality of 
the resettlement opportunities in an external national “homeland”; on the plau- 
sibility and attractiveness of mobilization as an alternative to migration, of 
“voice” as an alternative to “exit”; and so on. 

Second, post-imperial ethnic unmixing has been a protracted, if intermittent, 
process, spanning three-quarters of a century for Hungarians and Germans, and 
more than a century for Lurks. And it continues today: it is striking that all three 
ethnonational groups have experienced dramatic new waves of migratory upmix- 
ing in the Jast five years. One should think about ethnic unmixing in the after- 
math of empire not as a short-term process that exhausts itself in the immediate 
aftermath of political reconfiguration, but rather as a long-term process in which, 
according to political and economic conjuncture in origin and destination states, 
Migratory streams may dry up altogether for a time, persist ina steady trickle, or 
swell suddenly to a furious torrent. 

Third, in the protracted course of post-imperial migratory unmixings, the 
phases of greatest intensity have tor the most part been closely linked to actual 
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or threatened violence, especially during or immediately after wars. T emphasized 
above the importance of war as a direct and indirect cause of the Balkan migra- 
tions, And the bulk of the ethnic German migration occurred in the final stages 
of the Second World War and in the mass expulsions immediately following the 
war. Yet the centrality of war and, more generally, violence does not mean that 
post-imperial ethnic unmixing can be neatly subsumed under the rubric of 
“forced migration.” That rubric is in fact too narrow and misleading. Some such 
migrations were, of course, directly compelled or forced in the most literal sense, 
and others, while not quite so literally coerced, were nonetheless powerfully 
induced by credible threats or well-grounded fears of imminent force or violence. 
But other cases do not satisfy even this expanded, looser definition of forced or 
coerced migration. This is the case for the great majority of Germans leaving the 
western provinces of Poland after the First World War, although Nazi propa- 
ganda claimed otherwise, and tor Germans leaving Eastern Europe and the So- 
viet Union after 1950; it is also the case for most of the Hungarian migration in 
the aftermath of the Habsburg collapse and for almost all of the Hungarian 
migration from Romania in the last decade. Even the mass Turkish exodus from 
Bulgaria in 1989, while certainly provoked by the communist government of 
Bulgaria during its last months in power, is not adequately characterized as a 
forced migration.” More generally, even where fear is a central motive of the 
migrants, it is not always appropriate to speak of forced migrations. Many Ger- 
man migrants from territorics ceded to Poland after the First World Was, and 
many Hungarian migrants from Habsburg successor states were no doubt moved 
in part by diffuse fears and anxieties about their future well-being in the new 
states; but they were not thereby forced migrants. Fear is a capacious concept: 
there is a great distance between migration arising from a sharply focused fear of 
imminent violence and migration engendered by a diffuse fear, concern, or anxi- 
ety about one’s opportunities, or the opportunities of one’s children, in the Future. 
Forced migration is simply not very useful as an umbrella concept here; it is 
insufficiently differentiated, and it obscures the fact that there is almost always, 
even in the case of flight from immediately threatening violence, a more or less 
significant element of will or choice involved in the act of migration. To question 
the usefulness of an insufficiently differentiated, overextended concept of forced 
inigration, needless to say, is not to deny the importance of intimidation and vio- 
lence as means deliberately emploved to provoke migration. 

Fourth, except where whole communities were indiscriminately targeted for 
removal (as in the Greeo-Turkish transfers of 1922-1924 or in the expulsion of 
Sudeten Germans), there was a pronounced social selectivity to post-imperial 
migrations of ethnic unmixing (as there is to many other migrations). Most vul- 
nerable to displacement were groups dependent, directly or indirectly, on the 
state. This included first and foremost military, police, and judicial personnel, 
bureaucrats, and teachers, but also postal and railway employees and workers in 
enterprises owned by the state or dependent on state subsidies or contracts. This 
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selectivity of ethnic unmixing was apparent in all the Migrations we considered 
but was demonstrated most dramatically’ in the Flaine migrations after the 
First World War, where the peasant majority remained entirely in place, while 
the Magyar state-dependent stratum virtually disappeared trom the successor 
states. The reasons for this differential susceptibility to emigration are obvious. 
Vhe new nation-states were all nationalizing states, committed, in one way or 
another, to reversing historic patterns of discrimination by the former imperial 
rulers and to promoting the language, culture, demographic position, economic 
flourishing, and political hegemony of the new state-bearing nation. Short of 
enacting overtly discriminatory legislation, one of the main instruments avail- 
able to the new states in pursuit of these goals was control over recruitment to 
state employment. 


Russian Migration from Soviet Successor States in 
Comparative and Historical Perspective 


In the light of the foregoing, how best can we think about the actual and poten- 
tial migration to Russia of the twenty-five million successor-state Russians? To 
begin with (and following the same four points), we should not think of it as a 
unitary process, evincing “he same patterns and following the same stages and 
rhythms throughout the former Seviet Union. Instead we ehedld think of it asa 
congeries of related but distinct migrations (or lack thereof, as may be the case 
for some successor states), exhibiting distinct patterns and rhythms. We should 
expect, that is, great variation in patterns of post-Soviet Russian migration— 
variation both among and within successor states. 

It follows that we should not think of the retlux of Russians to the Russian 
Federation as an automatic process, inexorably accompanying the breakup of the 
Soviet Union. We must avoid conceiving the causes of migration in overgeneral- 
ized terms. It is not adequate, for instance, to conceive of Russians leaving the 
successor states simply because they have been transtormed from dominant 
nationality throughout the Soviet Union to national minorities in the non- 
Russian successor states. The forces, processes, and conditions engendering 
Russian migration need to be conceived in much more specific and differentiated 
terms, Ie then becomes apparent that what is in’ general terms a uniform 
process—the transformation of Russians from dominant state-bearing national- 
ity into national minorities in successor states—is in fact highly variegated and 
uneven, and that the specific migration-engendering torces, processes, and con- 
ditions are unevenly and contingently, rather than uniformly and automatically, 
associated with the reconfiguration of political authority along national lines in 
post-Soviet Eurasia. 

Earlier post-imperial migrations of ethnic unmixing, we have seen, were pro- 
tracted; indeed they continue to this dav. A broad time horizon scems advisable 
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in thinking about post-Soviet migrations as well. This means looking back as 
well as forward, for the present Russian reflux toward Russia is not new and 
unprecedented. Selective ethnic unmixing began long betore the explosion of 
nationalist. protest under Gorbachev. The centuries-old current of Russian 
migratory expansion into non-Russian areas slowed and, in some cases, reversed 
itself during the last three decades. There was a substantial net Russian outtlow 
from Georgia and Azerbaijan during each of the last three Sovict intercensal 
periods (1959-1970, 1970-1979, and 1979-1989), and trom Armenia in the 
1979-1989. During the last intercensal period there was also a net outtlow of 
Russians, for the first time, from Moldova, Kazakhstan and each of the Central 
Asian republics. And even though net Russian immigration continued, during 
the last intercensal period, to the Baltics and the Slavic west (Ukraine and 
Belarus), the rates of such Russian immigration declined over the last three inter- 
censal periods in cach of these republics except Lithuania.” The current and 
future phases of the Russian reflux towards Russia should thercfore be under- 
stood not as initiating but as continuing and reinforcing a reversal of historic 
Russian migration patterns—a reversal the origins of which long antedate the 
breakup of the Soviet Union.” A broad time horizon also requires that we try to 
look beyond the immediately visible problems, crises, and migration currents to 
think, in an admittedly speculative mode, about the longer-term dynamics of 
political reconfiguration and ethnic unmixing in post-Soviet Eurasia, 

The historically crucial role of war and, more broadly, violence in engender- 
ing post-imperial migrations of ethnic unmixing, especially the most intense 
phases of such migrations, holds out the possibility that cthnic Russians might 
avoid being swept up by the kind of cataclysmic mass migrations that are almost 
invariably driven by war or at least by actual or threatened violence. Even in the 
absence of war or significant violence directed against Russians, to be sure, many 
Russians from Transcaucasia and Central Asia have been moving, and will no 
doubt continue to move, to Russia. But these migrations have not been, and 
need not be, cataclysmic, even if—to take a hypothetical limiting case—the 
entire Russian population of Central Asia (excluding Kazakhstan) and Trans- 
caucasia were to migrate to Russia over, say, a ten-year period. Nor can recent 
and current migrations of Russians from these and some other regions be con- 
ceived as forced (vynuzhdennyi) migrations, although they are often referred to 
as such in Russian discussions. The fact that such migrations have been tduced 
by political reconfiguration and changes in the political, economic, and cultural 
status of Russians does not mean that they have been forced. Even so, as | argue 
below, substantial Russian resettlement from these regions would significantly 
strain the Russian Federation. Yet it is important to distinguish between this 
mode of non-forced, non-cataclysmic unmixing and the vastly more disruptive 
and dangerous migrations that could ensue should ethnopolitical conflict in 


Kazakhstan or Ukraine become militarized or otherwise linked to large-scale 
violence. 
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One specific migration-engendering process central to earlier aftermaths of 
empire was that ef “ethnic succession” among officials and other state employees. 
It was this that accounted for the pronounced social selectivity of those earlier 
nigrations of ethnic unmixing, with the state-dependent stratum of the former 
Staatsvolk heavily overrepresented among emigrants. [Tere the implications for 
post-Soviet migration are mixed. On the one hand, almost everyone is depen- 
dent, directly or indireetly, on the state, increasing the scope for ethnonational 
conflict. Although privatization may eventually reduce this dependence, it is 
itself. a state-dependent process, affording ample occasion for ethnonational con- 
flict over modes of appropriation of public assets and enterprises. But while the 
scope for ethnic conflict over Jobs and resources is greater in the post-Soviet than, 
say, the post-Ilabsburg case, given the near-universal dependence on the state, 
the opportunities tor ethnic succession i its classic sphere, namely public admin- 
istration, are smaller. The Soviet Union was unlike carlier multinational empires 
in its deliberate cultivation and institutional empowerment, in the peripheral 
republics, of numerous non-Russian national intelligentsias—coupled, of course, 
with harsh repression of deviant political behavior.” As a result, the administra- 
tive apparatus of the periphery—monopolized by members of the imperial 
Staatsvolk in the old multinational empires, and consequently a prime target tor 
ethnic succession in their aftermath—was already stafted largely by members of 
the titular nationalities, Public administration therefore does not provide the 
successor states with comparable opportunities for the wholesale promotion of 
the new state-bearing nation at the expense of the former ruling nationality.” 
Nonetheless, competition for jobs in all sectors of the economy is bound to 
intensify as economic restructuring generates higher levels of unemployment, | 
especially in regions where the labor torce of the titular nationality is growing 
extremely rapidly.” Given the persisting centrality of the state im economic life, 
as well as the institutionalized expectations of “ownership” of “their own” poli- 
ties held by titular clites, such competition is sure to be politicized along eth- 
nonational lines, albeit to diftering degrees in dittering successor states. Inten- 
sifying labor market competition in the Soviet southern tier already contributed: 
to gradual Russian emigration during the last decade,” and it will no doubt con- 
tinue to do so, although specifically political factors will probably become 
increasingly important in gencrating emigration trom those regions. The extent 
to which conflict over jobs and resources will generate emigration of Russians 
from other regions, however, rather than ethnopolitical mobilization on their 
part, remains to be seen, and will depend on a variety of other factors, some of 
them sketched below. 


A Selective and Uneven Unmixing” 


To understand the dynamics of the current and future Russian reflux towards 
Russia, it is not enough to point to the transformation of Russians from confi- 
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dent Sraatsvelk into beleaguered minority. Nor can one appeal in sweeping 
terms—as do Russian nationalists—to the persecution of and discrimination 
against Russians in the successor states. The most salient fact about Russian 
migration from the successor states is its unevenness, and we need an analytical 
tramework that can help explain this unevenness. 

The response of the Russian diaspora to political, cultural, and economic 
reconfiguration in the aftermath of Soviet disintegration has been strikingly var- 
ied.” Emigration from non-Russian territories is only one of an array of possible 
responses. Other responses include individual assimilation, or at least accultura- 
tion, to the dominant local population, and collective mobilization for equal civil 
rights, for special cultural or linguistic rights, for territorial political autonomy, 
for secession, or even for the restoration of central control. The extent of Rus- 
sian emigration thus depends in part on the plausibility, feasibility, and attrac- 
tiveness of alternative responses. 

Ethnodemographic variables such as the size, concentration, and rootedness of 
the Russian populations in the territories in question, as well as the trajectory of 
these variables over time, comprise a first set of factors governing the relative 
attractiveness of migration. Where the Russian population is small, scattered, or 
weakly rooted, and especially when it has already been shrinking, the prevailing 
response to local nationalisms is likely to be emigration, together with a certain 
amount of apolitical individual acculturation or assimilation. A large, concen- 
trated, and deeply rooted Russian population, on the other hand, is more likely 
to remain in place and engage in collective political action, Duration of residence 
obviously contributes to rootedness—not only how long a given individual or 

-family has resided in the territory, but also how long the community has existed. 

Past and present ties to the land also contribute to rootedness: peasant commu- 
nities, and to a lesser extent even the urban descendants of such peasant settlers, 
are ordinarily more deeply rooted than historically purely urban settlements. 
Among Russian diaspora communitics, rootedness may be greatest in northern 
and eastern Kazakhstan™ and in eastern and southern Ukraine;” it is probably 
weakest in the historically purely urban settlements of Central Asia. In wider his- 
torical and comparative perspective, however, it should be noted that none of the 
successor state Russian communities is as deeply rooted as peasant communities 
have tended to be. 

A second set of factors includes the terms of membership and the texture of 
everyday life for Russians in the new nation-states. By terms of membership | 
mean the extent to which the rewritten rules of the political game in the new 
nation-states—especially those bearing on the language of education, the lan- 
guage of public lite, the criteria of citizenship, and the rights of permanent resi- 
dents who are not granted, or do not seck, citizenship in the new states—impose 
cultural, economic, or political costs on the local Russian populations. More 
important than formal legislation, however, will be the everyday experience of 
successor state Russians. Actual or feared violence, in particular, will stimulate 
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emigration trom weakly rooted Russian communities, and it will stimulate 
demands for restoration of central control, or for territorial autonomy, in deeply 
rooted Russian communities. Informal hostility towards Russians, even without 
the threat of violence, may have the same effects. Anti-Russian attitudes and 
practices are particularly important in Central Asia, given the hizh degree of seg- 
tegation between Russians and indigenous nationalities and the more classically 
colonial character of Russian domination there. The great question mark is 
northern and eastern Kazakhstan, where the same segregation and quasi-colonial 
situation has existed, yet where the Russian settler population is more deeply 
rooted, dating from massive rural colonization in the late nineteenth century. 
Russians in Kazakhstan might be compared in this respect with French settler 
colonists in Algeria,” while Russians in the cities of Central Asia might be more 
aptly compared with urban Europeans in colonies without deeply rooted Euro- 
pean rural settlements. 

A further set of factors likely to shape the Russian response to political recon- 
figuration concerns the prospective economic or political advantages that might 
induce Russians to remain ina successor state despite anti-Russian sentiment and 
' Such advantages are 
likely to be especially relevant in the Baltic states, which may be seen as having 
more favorable prospects than other successor states for economic integration into 
Europe and for maintaining public order and establishing liberal institutions. 

A final set of factors concerns the orientation and policies of the Russian state 
toward the various communities of diaspora Russians. These include not only 


nationalistic language and citizenship legislation. 


“domestic” policies toward immigrants and refugees from the successor states in 
matters of citizenship, immigration, and relocation or integration assistance 
(housing, employment, ete. ), but also Russian “foreign policy” initiatives vis-a- 
vis the successor states, seeking either to forestall repatriation to Russia or, if 
repatriation cannot be forestalled, to regulate it. Russia might seck to prevent a 
potentially destabilizing massive influx of Russians by negotiating favorable 
conditions for the diaspora communities, for example, in matters of citizenship 
and cultural facilities. In a harsher mode, it might engage in coercive diplo- 
macy or even intervene with military force to reassert control over all or part of 
a refugee-producing successor state, say, a bypothetically radically nationalist 
Kazakhstan.” In general, differential policies of the Russian state toward the 
various diaspora communities may differentially affect the propensity of dias- 
pora Russians to emigrate. 

On the basis of these considerations, we can expect sharply dittering rates of 
Migration to Russia on the part of different diaspora groups.”* Migration will 
probably be the dominant Russian response to non-Russian nationalisms in 
Central Asia (excluding Kazakhstan) and Transcaucasia. Che Russian population 
of Central Asia, although large, is exclusively urban and not deeply rooted; and 
it faces the greatest informal hostility from the indigenous nationalities. The 
Russian population of Transcaucasia is small and rapidly shrinking. Already dur- 
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ing the 1980s, as we have noted above, there was substantial Russian emigration 
trom Central Asia and Transcaucasia, and the rate of emigration has increased 
since the collapse of Soviet authority, Russian emigration rates are likely to 
remain much lower from areas with territorially concentrated and historically 
rooted Russian populations such as castern and southern Ukraine, northern and 
eastern Kazakhstan, Moldova east of the Dniester, and northeastern Estonia. 
There, we are more likely to see—and in some cases, of course, already are sec- 
ing—collective political responses on the part of Russians to non-Russian nation- 
alisms. Elsewhere in the Baltics, comparatively bright medium- and long-term 
economic prospects can be expected to limit the scale of emigration. 

This means that of the twenty-five million Russians in the non-Russian suc- 
cessor states, only a small fraction—if nonetheless a large group in absolute num- 
bers—is at high risk of being induced or forced to flee to Russia in the next few 
years. The Russians most likely to resettle in Russia are those in Central Asia (3.3 
million in 1989) and Transcaucasia (785,000). Many of these—though we do not 
have a very precise idea how many—have already moved, with the heaviest pro- 
portional outflow from violence-torm Tajikistan.* This pool of actual and poten- 
tial migrants amounts to less than 3 percent of the total population of Russia. In 
principle, the resettlement of even a substantial fraction of this migrant pool 
might benefit Russia. For decades, demographers and economic planners have 
been concerned about rural depopulation in central Russia and about labor deficits 
in areas of Russia that were targeted for development projects. In practice, how- 
ever, it will be difficult tor the state to steer resettlement in accordance with demo- 
graphic and economic needs. Far from benefiting Russia, the migration to Russia 
in the next few years of a substantial fraction of Central Asian and Transcaucasian 
‘Russians would probably place a significant strain on the Russian state, which, in 
the throes of economic crisis, and having no experience with immigration or 
refugee flows, is largely unprepared to handle a substantial influx of resettlers or 
refugees. 

Such migration would pose a greater strain on the Central Asian societics, 
given the Russian or European monopoly or quasi-monopoly of many techni- 
cal occupations in these countries. The outflow of skilled specialists in the last 
few years has already disrupted enterprises. Fearing further, more setious dis- 
ruptions, ruling elites of the Central Asian successor states have urged, and 
sought to induce, Russians and other Europeans to remain. How successful 
they will be remains to be seen. Retaining Russians and other Slavs will cer- 
tainly be easier than retaining those with more attractive resettlement oppor- 
tunities (especially Germans and Jews, whose Central Asian settlements have 
been rapidly shrinking). Much will depend on the ability of successor state goy- 
ernments to maintain public order and on the overall social and political 
atmosphere in these states. 

Much more serious than even a near-complete Russian exodus trom Central 
Asia would be a massive Russian exodus from the core areas of Russian settle- 
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ment in the non-Russian successor states, Ukraine and Kazakhstan, with some 
11.4 and 6.2 million Russians, respectively, in 1989, accounting for 70 percent 
of the total Russian diaspora.* With large, territorially concentrated, and his- 
torically rooted communities in these states, Russians are unlikely to leave in 
large numbers unless (1) government policies and popular practices in Ukraine 
and Kazakhstan take on a much more sharply anti-Russian orientation than 
they have at present, and (2) intensifying ethnonational conflict is militarized 
or otherwise linked with actual or threatened violence. Although there 1s no 
immediate prospect of this occurring, it must be reckoned a real possibility over 
the longer term, especially in Kazakhstan, given the potent historical memories 
that can be mobilized around the tremendous suffering inflicted by the Soviet 
state, with whose projects Russian scttlers—at least in the case of 
Kazakhstan—can be all too easily identified. 

Besides the tremendous economic problems it would entail, large-scale 
resettlement of Russians from Ukraine or Kazakhstan to Russia could also be 
politically destabilizing. The still-modest reflux of Russians to Russia—repre- 
sented as forced migration—already provides abundant grist for the mills of 
Russian nationalists. A much larger Russian exodus from these core areas of 
Russian settlement in the near abroad, especially one occurring in response to 
sharply anti-Russian state policies or instances or threats of violence, would 
further strengthen the nationalists, and the refugees could form key con- 
stituencies for radical nationalists committed to recovering control of what they 
claim are “historically Russian” territories. In other instances, including, as we 
saw above, interwar Tlungary, displaced and dispossessed refugees have pro- 
vided constituencies for extreme nationalist parties and programs. 


Conclusion 


Post-Soviet Eurasia has entered what is likely to be a protracted period of 
political reconfiguration, involving simultaneously the reconstitution of 
political authority, the redrawing of territorial boundaries, and the restructur- 
ing of populations. These multiple reconfigurations, together with massive evo- 
nomic transformations, have already entailed considerable migration, and will 
no doubt entail considerably more, possibly on a scale unseen since the after- 
math of the Second World War. The largest of these migrations—and one 
particularly fraught with political implications—has been and will continue to 
be that of successor-state Russians to Russia. Surveying earlier instances of 
ethnic unmixing in the aftermath of empire, this paper has sought to come to 
grips analytically with the patterns and dynamics that are likely to characterize 
that) migration. Arguing against overgeneralized explanations — or 
prognostications of ethnic unmising, it points to the need for a more nuanced, 
differentiated approach that would take systematic account of the varied and 
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multiform conditions facing successor state Russians and their varied and 
multiform responses, including migration, to those conditions. 
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The breakup and threatencd breakup of multinational states at the end of the 
tventieth century, most norably the Soviet Union and. Yugoslavia, have revived 
interest in the three historical, traditional, continuous Jand-based dynastic 
empires that most recently occupied much of the territory of the former Sovict 
bloc: the Habsburg, Ottoman, and Russian empires. Over centuries those 
empires devised strategies—with varying degrees of success—to rule over their 
vast domains and diverse peoples in an era before the nation-state and national- 
ism had triumphed as the “modern” form of political organization. When all 
three failed to survive the cataclysm of World War | and the challenges of mod- _ 
ern nationalist movements, they were succeeded by experiments in the adapta- 
tion of the nation-state model to cast central and southeastern Europe and the 
Middle East, or, in the case of the Soviet Union, a new form of multinational 
existence which was intended nonctheless to accommodate the principle of 
national selt-determination that had received sanction from both the anti-impe- 
rialist socialist movements and Wilsonian liberalism.‘ 

Although the Great War saw the beginnings of modern practices of ethnic 
cleansing in the targeting of large communities with discriminatory measures, 
deportation, even murder, most of the newly minted successor states. still 
remained far from the ideal of one nation / one state, and all had to contend 
with large populations which were reconceptualized as “national minoritics.” 
The League of Nations devoted much of its time and resources to overcoming 
or mitigating the seemingly intractable dilemmas which flowed from these new 
arrangements. In large measure our sense of the failure of the League of Nations 
system derives trom that organization's inability to thwart new forces of na- 
tional irredentism and the rise of crudely xenophobic and chauvinist ideologues 
to state power actoss Hurope. Whereas World War [and the civil wars that tol- 
lowed in its wake and against its backdrop legitimized state policies oF ethnic 
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cleansing, it was World War TT however that saw its application in this region 
of the world with unparalleled murderousness and savagery. Hitler and Stalin 
were the most enthusiastic practitioners of this “nationality policy,” but the vic- 
torious Allies enshrined the practice as well with a host of postwar border 
adjustments and population transfers. The United Nations was proclaimed by 
those same victorious allies, naively in retrospect, as the triumph over nation- 
alism and ethnic hatred. 

Despite this long and violent history of nationalist ideas and nationalizing 
states in the region’, many of the popular media and academic accounts of post- 
Soviet politics have stubbornly treated recent events as unique in time and space; 
moreover, they have overemphasized the role of nationalism as an autonomous 
torce in state collapse and invoked primordial ethnic hatreds to explain post- 
imperial conflict. As Katherine Verdery has reminded us, these accounts are often 
ideology masking itself, whether innocently or not, as analysis; such ideologics 
have often found themselves realized in foreign policies that tolerate or exacer- 
bate violent conflict.” This volume was conceived in part as a response to those 
mainstream accounts of the consequences of state breakup on the politics of 
nation-building in east central and southeastern Europe. 

Our intention in bringing together the authors was to build a comparative, 
historical framework in which to explore several key issues in the scholarly liter- 
ature of historical sociology and conceptually enriched comparative history. We 
felt a need to reconsider the histories of the major empires in the region because 
the nation-state has enjoyed such hegemonic status in the organization of the 
historical and social sciences that scholars have tended to be prejudiced against 
‘the study of empires." Yet in contrast to the longer lite span of the empires of the 
region, the nation-state’s relatively brief record in this part of the world that sue- 
eceded to the traditional empires has often been one of tragic failures in the man- 
agement of interethnic relations. But any effort to compare the experiences of the 
empires with those of the successor states confronts the fact that the literature on 
empires generally fails to explore how empires managed multicthnicity for so 
long; moreover, whereas the traditional empires managed this complex task for 
centuries, the Soviet Union was less successful in this comparative perspective, 
Additional “world-historical” forces that have stimulated social scientists to begin 
to question the “self-evident” character of the nation-state, and at the least to 
begin historicizing it, have come trom the various efforts at economic and polit- 
ical integration, especially the European Union,’ but also the continued vitality 
of separatist regional movements, whether the Catalunyans in Spain or the Que- 
beqcois in Canada. 

We structured this volume along several axes of comparison, First, we are com- 
paring three traditional empires with the Soviet Union, a modern version of their 
efforts to hold together and rule ever multinational socicties. Certainly the ide- 
ology and political institutions of the Soviet Union distinguished it trom the tra- 
ditional empires in many ways; still the persistent ethnodemographic character 
and the “nationality policies” of the Soviet’ state set it apart from the classic 
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nation-states of the modern period and suggest fruittul comparisons with the 
Ottoman, [labsbury aud Russian empires. A second set of comparisons embraces 
the diverse sub-imperial communities that comprised the multinational socictics 
that serve as the largest units of comparison. For example, we observed a wide 
range of policies toward ethnic and religious groups and looked for patterns that 
might suggest how to explain that diversity, whether it be the different treatment 
of Jews, Finns, and Poles, say, in the Russian Empire, or Christians, Jews, and 
Muslims in the Ottoman Empire, or Czechs, Hungarians, and Germans in the 
Habsburg lands. A third implicit comparison ts with modern west European 
cases of state and nation-formation, most especially France and Britain, which 
have attained the status of ideal-type in theory.’ Fourthly, another implicit com- 
parison for the traditional empires that are the primary tocus of this volume is 
that with the “classic” colonial empires of Britain and France. Insofar as the lit- 
erature on empires and imperialism has been developed with any sophistication, 
it is Most certainly true for these two empires. Finally, certain pairs of compar- 
isons were structured around particular dimensions to highlight other issues of 
importance for post-imperial nation-building. For example, the Ottoman and 
{labsburg empires shared borderland populations over which they occasionally 
competed and even waged war. These onetime cross-border populations later 
served as the cores for unihed nation-states, whose elites in turn had to incorpo- 
rate two difterent imperial legacies in their emerging national political culture. 
Another such comparison across time is the Ottoman empire and the Sovict 
Union, which managed their populations through socially engincered religious 
(the Ottoman wifes) and national (the Soviet karenizatstia) administrative sys- 
tems. Whereas the Soviet state pursued this policy far more intensively than did 
the Ottoman elites, still both stand out in contrast with the administrative prac- 
tice of the Habsburg and Romanov empires. 

Although all the authors address themselves to the variables of war, national- 
ism, and the state, the ways in which they are featured in the two parts of the vol- 
une can be very different. Por example, state-secking nationalisms are considered 
as fretors in the collapse of the states in the first part; in the second half, nation- 
alism is seen to function as the ideology of state- and nation-building in some 
instances, but elsewhere again as state-secking minority nationalism it can con- 
tcibute to the fragmentation of those post-imperial societies. War, too, functions 
in a variety of ways throughout the analyses in the volume. Of course, wars can 
make nations and the legends and myths of struggles for national defense and 
national liberation are constituent elements in the patriotic rhetoric that helps 
sustain modern states; but, alternately, the stresses that states subject their popu- 
Jations to in the name of national security and the mass mobilizations needed to 
sustain the modern wars of the twentieth century create a context in which states 
collapse. In still other complicated ways wars can have domestic consequences 
that intensify or mitigate ongoing processes of social transformation and change 
important aspects of social structure and the relations among dominant and sub- 
ordinate groups. Vhis was certainly true for the Russian, Ottoman, and 1 labsburg 
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empires, whose wartime transformations have been sugyestively compared to 
economic and political modernization before their collapse.“ On the other hand, 
the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia collapsed as multinational states without being 
involved in a major international war, but both have experienced bloody conflicts 
since their collapse. 

Above all, we wish to restore an important sense, missing in much of the pop- 
ular literature, of the dynamic interactions of agency, structure, and historical 
contingency in the transformations of the several socicties. In our essays, it is 
states and their ruling elites that emerge as key actors and factors in the pro- 
cesses we treat here. Of course, states cannot be presumed to operate with con- 
stant levels of autonomy to shape or intervene in their societies; nor can they be 
assumed to be monolithic entities that execute their will from above, with 
impunity, and unhesitatingly upon a malleable society. Curiously, the traditional 
empires and the Soviet Union, despite the fierce reputations of feudal militaris- 
tic and barbarian despotisms that their nationalist and socialist opposition 
spokespeople succeeded in bequeathing to later generations, must be character- 
ized as weak states when judged by the criteria of modern western Europe. State 
strength here is measured by the degree of bureaucratic penetration of socicty, 
political “efficiency,” integration and centralization of the nation via uniform 
standard languages and common markets.” Certainly, these transformationalist 
proclivities, whether they be the Tanzimat of the Ottoman bureaucracy or the 
Great Retorms of the Romanovs’ enlightened burcaucrats, arrived belatedly in 
the traditional empires and were met with determined resistance from 
entrenched if declining elites. 

TTowever we understand the character of both the traditional empires and the 
‘Soviet Union, they now all share a common historical fate of defeat by the prin- 
ciple of national self-determination and the albeit still poorly understood model 
of the nation-state in the region, Although the relative success of the empires in 
sustaining extensive land-based multicthnic domains should not be forgotten, the 
more immediate fact of their collapse should not fail to occupy a central place in 
our discussions. Alexander Motyl poses the argument, in a comparison that 
tocuses primarily on the Soviet Union and Habsburg empire, that imperial states 
inevitably collapse because of their political and bureaucratic overextension; but 
how do we account for the different timing and nature of the collapses, not to 
mention the wide range of legacies bequeathed by those Old Regimes? In 
response to this provocative hypothesis of internally driven decline, we find not 
only similarities, but also important variations in the trajectories of imperial state 
collapse and a very important role for international forces. The traditional 
empires in any case operated for centurics before they began their decline, 
whereas the Soviet Union existed only 70 years. 

To return to the function of national ideas, the debate is whether nationalism 
caused the breakup of the empires or whether the breakup of imperial states 
“raised the lid from the primordial hatreds.” Our four contributions on imperial 
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decline and collapse express a consensus that nationalism was one of the major 
ideological repertoires of the twentieth century; as such, it was available to chal- 
lengers of the Old Regiines, but nowhere was it the primary cause of imperial 
collapse. There is some consensus however that Old Regimes’ (including the 
Soviet Union) state strength declined in relation to the capacity to manage social, 
economic, and political tensions during the final decades of their existence." 

We are also concerned with the place of ideologies and identities, primarily but 
by no means exclusively national ones, in these transformations. Each of our four 
states, faced with ever more powerful challenges to its principles by nations to the 
west and east (Japan in particular), recognized a need to adapt some of the suc- 
cessful ingredients of British, French, German ot, eventually, American success. 
Their efforts ranged from novel ways of organizing their armies to permitting 
greater involvement by society in local government to expanding education 
bevond the privileged classes to reorganizing economic activity around the mar- 
ket or capitalism. They all made considerable efforts to hold things together 
while reforming and to transtorm bases of legitimacy without sacrificing transna- 
tional loyalties to rulers. In response to the powertul pull of nationalism and the 
triumph of the model of the nation-state in modern Europe, the traditional 
empires all experimented with new attempts to ground their regimes in the legit- 
imacy of popular sovereignty without ceding the prerogatives of autocracy. In the 
Russian Empire, official nationality was promoted by the reforming bureaucracy 
and the Imperial court steadily Russified itself even as the 1897 census showed 
Russians to constitute less than half the Empire’s population. In the Habsburg 
Empire, beginning with Joseph II, the dynasty embarked on a Germanization of 
its central administration and promoted a German high culture even while it was 
compromising with new torms of local rule in the non-German lands. The 
Ottomans too, perhaps much less ambitiously than the previously mentioned 
empires, advanced an idea of Ottoman identity that contained important ele- 
ments of Turkishness, but exacerbated the sense of national discrimination 
expressed by the non-Turkish nations of their vast holdings. Finally, the Soviet 
Union as well during its last decades trumpeted the creation of a historically new 
social formation, the Soviet people, which operated largely however through the 
Russian Janguage and came to be viewed as Russification by the non-Russian 
peoples of the Union even while frustrating the efforts of ethnic Russians them- 
sclves to forge a national identity of their own, In each of the four cases, then, the 
imperial or Soviet clites pursued policies that, on the one hand, thwarted the 
emergence of modern national identities in the name of multinational or transna- 
tional harmony, while making still enough concessions to the national principle 
in other spheres to encourage the rise of anti-state national movements. 

The comparative historical perspectives on state collapse in the traditional 
empires and the Soviet Union provide some backdrop to the next set of issues 
that center on state- and nation-building after the breakdowns, Whe historical 
record reveals a wide range of very diverse experiences of the transition from 
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empire to nationalizing state, but certain commonalitics offer much material for 
productive comparisons. Once again, the processes under consideration involve 
several levels of comparison: first and most obviously, the nation-building ettorts 
of the states that succeeded to the three traditional empires and the Soviet Union 
that are the central focus of this volumce’s studics; second, the post-imperial expe- 
riences are compared to the trajectories of west European states; third, the 
nation-state projects that were forged out of the collapse of our empires are com- 
pared to those of the colonial empires; finally, several authors hint at comparisons 
between the empires themselves and the nation-states or nationalizing states that 
succeeded them in a consideration of clements of continuity and discontinuity in 
their patterns of rule. 

The processes of transformation at the heart of our enterprise occurred 
against backdrops of major changes in the international system and in a 
general context of national, social or political revolutions. The three traditional 
empires fell during a war that pitted them against their more advanced chal- 
lengers to the west, but even the Sovict Union's collapse seems to be fatally 
linked to the terms of international competition set by the non-Soviet world." 
Rogers Brubaker also frames his discussion of the transformation of the tradi- 
tional empires in the relationship between war, ethnic unmixing and nation- 
building. This relationship is present in every case, but different in its outcomes. 
He compares the migrations of Balkan Muslims, Hungarians and Germans out 
of the Ottoman, [labsburg, and German empires and draws analytic principles 
that he then applies to the post-Soviet migrations of Russians back to the Rus- 
sian Federation from the post-Sovict successor states. The long-term, protracted 
aspects of these processes which actually started during the decline of the 
empires in many senses continue until today. The more homogencous a popula- 
tion is, the easier the task of nation- building; homogencity is attained fastest 
during times of war because wartime policies in the twentieth century have 
often included forced migration or the outright annihilation of groups and even 
the threat of war has provided a rationale for ethnic cleansing. The lands ruled 
by the Habsburg, Ottoman and Romanov empires were no strangers to such 
violence. A related issue is the degree to which the imperial states practiced 
ethnodemographic surgery as a technique of rule and thereby created the con- 
text for the outbreaks of ethnic violence that followed in the wake of their col- 
lapses. We need to look not only to the institutional legacies but also to the con- 
ditions of exit from the Old Regimes and to the intervention of foreign powers 
and the international community generally. 

Brubaker stresses the diversity in the outcomes of the processes of transfor- 
mation, and this is a theme that we wish to underline in our discussion of the 
other contributions as well. How do we begin to account for some of the more 

tundamental difterences? | listorically the processes of state- and nation-building 
that followed in the wake of our empires and the Sovict Union differ radically 
from the known records of west European state- and nation-formation in their 
timing and the character of their elites. Certainly all states must engage in simi- 
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lar actions to consolidate their territories and to engage in nation-building, but 
the European states, unlike the states of east central, southeastern Europe and 
the Middle East, did not emerge overnight after the breakup of a multinational 
state; instead they took long centuries to consolidate their rule and build their 
mation around this rule." State-building generally preceded nation-building, 
whereas the post-imperial elites under consideration in the second half of our 
volume were forced to consolidate states and build nations overnight and in 
highly unpropitious circumstances. ‘The very urgency of the post-imperial 
processes has encouraged scholars to emphasize the role of contingency in fram- 
ing actors’ possible choices of action. 

Another major and directly related difference between the state- and nation- 
building processes in western Europe and eastern and southeastern Europe was 
the character of interaction of state and society. In western Europe the process of 
nation-building went hand in hand with democratization, a constant, gradual, 
and always contested extension of the franchise." In the post-imperial settings, 
civil societies were either barely established or largely mimicked, while conserv- 
ative, often aristocratic or corporatist, clites continued to rule. Whereas in west- 
ern Furope, the process of nation-building can be seen as a product of continual 
negotiation between states and societies, in the states under consideration here 
the nation-building process was carried out largely from above with very little 
input from social groups and their institutions. The consequences of this pattern 
of nation-building are to be seen today in the relatively fragile, mutable, and 
wavering definitions of nationhood, in the absence of a sense of unity in a com- 
mon project, and in the vulnerability of the socicties to find appeal in particu- 
farly militant variants of communist or nationalist ideologies. 

Tf the experiences of post-imperial states in eastern Europe and the Middle 
East diverge in significant ways from the west European trajectory, perhaps the 
history of the transformation of colonial empires, primarily the British and the 
French cases, offers other prospects for productive comparison. Hobsbawm 
argues that colonial empires are also quite different from the traditional empires 
at the center of this volume; nonetheless we can observe a commonality in the 
character of the post-imperial and post-colonial elites. In both sets of cases most 
of the leaders of the new states were revolutionaries who were defined by their 
opposition to multinational (meaning foreign) rule and who appealed via their 
fervent nationalism to a highly mobilized and charged population. “They 
deployed a discourse of national oppression, persecution, and liberation which 
vilified the imperial in order to construct a new and different future, to build a 
new nation free of “foreign” rule or influence. Phe transformation of nationalist 
revolutionaries into nation-builders was certainly not the experience of western 
Europe, but it was very much the experience of the countries built out of the 
demise of west European colonial empires. 

But this is where the similarities with the post-colontal states reach their hm-- 
its. And this is because, as Hobsbawm argues, the breakup of traditional empires 
was made casier by the fact that there were in fact “obvious inheritors” in most 
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cases, whereas the colonial empires restructured most of the preexisting political 
arrangements in the colonies to such a degree that there were no clear-cut inher- 
itors left after decolonization. Generally, the post-colonial states of Africa and 
Asia were saddled with territorial and social boundaries that bore little resem- 
blance to preexisting lines of demarcation; even a more “successful” case such as 
India endured two breakups and civil war (Pakistan and Bangladesh) since win- 
ning independence from Britain and continues to be plagued by communal and 
religious conflict. Among our empires Habsburg rule generally provided the con- 
ditions for the easiest transition to independent state existence, with the Czechs 
and Hungarians standing out as nations with relatively well established histori- 
cal borders and even experienced clites; in the Russian Empire, the Finns were 
probably the most successful successors, while in the Ottoman [empire it was the 
Greeks. Even here, however, the record reveals a great range of outcomes. The 
Arab nations fared very poorly in the first post-Ottoman decades, as did the pop- 
ulations of Ukraine and Central Asia in the post-Romanov era. In these cases, 
there was far less achieved by way of consensus on territories or preparation of 
new nationalizing elites. 

Despite the fact that the repertoires of nationalist and nationalizing discourse 
of post-imperial nation-builders have been remarkably similar, in fact the out- 
comes of the post-imperial and post-colonial transformations show a great deal 
of variation. This is due in large measure to the very different legacies left by the 
two types of empires. While this line of comparison was not pursued further by 
the contributors to this volume, it is clear that sustained analytic comparisons 
between colonial rule and traditional imperial rule with an eye to post-imperial 
nation-state building would be quite valuable. How these two types of empire 
differed in their rule and administrative practices and how they broke down could 
help refine our knowledge of nation-state formation. It also suggests the weak- 
ness of limiting our approaches in these matters to an analysis of discourse with- 
out grounding that analysis in the structural complexities of imperial rule. 

linally, certain of the authors drew comparisons between the empires and suc- 
cessor states to highlight possible features of continuity between empire and 
nation. Continuitics manifest themselves at many levels: the more straightfor- 
ward infrastructural legacies, the administrative-bureaucratic legacy, and the 
more elusive political cultural continuitics. Continuity is perhaps easiest to chart 
between imperial cores and rump states, as Serif Mardin does in his study of the 
transformation of the Ottoman Empire into the Republic of Turkey. He stresses 
however that such continuities are not straight lines, but rather jagged or zigzag 
in their character. A rump state after all cannot fully repudiate its past, at least 
not for very long. Such patterns have begun to emerge in the relationship of the 
new Russian state to the legacies of its Soviet predecessor. Some spheres of impe- 
rial rule that are less politicized in the context of the nationalizing project might 
survive virtually intact into the rump successor state; these might include local 
administration, finances, even diplomatic service. Others, however, that are more 
central to the nationalizing agendas of the new clites, whether they be culture, edu- 
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cation or religion, will not transfer so smoothly from one state to the next. The bot- 
tom line is that there is no historical guarantee that alternatively all or none of the 
imperial legacies will be rejected or accepted by the new elites, but that nonetheless 
fascinating patterns emerge in our reflections that are the outcomes of political 
contestation, agency and contingency interacting with the constraints imposed by 
structures. If there is one lesson to be learned from these explorations of imperial 
collapse and post-imperial state- and nation-building it is precisely this. 
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The Soviet Union was hardly the first large, continuous, land-based, multinational empire 
to collapse in modern times. The USSR itself was, ironically, the direct result of one such 
demise, that of imperial Russia, which in turn was but one of several other such empires 
that did not survive the stresses of the times: the Austro-lungarian Empire of the 
Habsburgs and the Ottoman Empire. 

This ambitious and important volume brings together a group of some of the most out- 
amine the 
causes of imperial decline and collapse. While they warn against facile comparisons, they 


standing scholars in political scicnee, history, and historical sociology to ex 


also urge us to step back from the immediacy of current events to consider the possible 
significance of historical precedents. 

As imperial decline inevitable, or can a Kind of imperial stasis be maintained indeti- 
nitely? What role, if any, does the growth of bureaucracies needed to cun large and com- 
plex political systems of this type play in cconomic and political stagnation? What is the 
“balance of power” between the center and the peripheries, between the dominant nation- 
ality and minorities? What coping mechanisms do empires tend to develop and what 
influence do these have? Js modernization the inexorable source of imperial decline and 
ultimate collapse? And what resources, including the imperial legacy, are available for 
political, social, and economic reconstruction in the aftermath of collapse? These are just 
a few of the tantalizing questions addressed by the contributors to this fascinating and 
timely volume. 
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